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ABSTRACT

This report exanines the relationsgip betueen the
federal aovernlent's child caresproqrams ani policies and the federal
governmen**s goal of equal opportunity for women. Specifically, the
teport reviews three dimensiqns of federal child care activities:.
proarams and. pollclies whose primary purpose is to assist families
with child care: the provision of child care as part of major federal
eaplovment, training, and education proarals- and the-consideratione

-aiven to child care by the fedeval government in its squal .

opportunity laws angd in i*s role as an employer., Drawing oa pnblished
journal articles and research veports, aovernment documents, . : :
interviews with government-officials, and interviews with other-
experts, .the analysis attehlpts to clar‘fv the extent to which these

- child care ac*ivities and policies fr-ustrate the federal goal of

~equal opportunity for women. It is atqued that although tha:
develonpment of equal: opportnnity policies over the last 15 yesrs by
‘federal) statutes, court dec*ees. and aagency actions-has praduced
notable gains ir womew's labor force:participation. and educational
enrollment, federal qovernlen*'s qoal-of equal opportunity for women
has not been' realized. Women as workers and students, especially \\
minority women, continue to be disadvantaged when cgmpared with men:
men have considerably more difficulty in securing eiployment and e
.ave much less likely than men to complete college or to receive K
advanced 4ob training.. 2an appeal is made for changes in those
policies and prograss that restrict vomen's eunal opportnnity.
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: drscnmmanon oradcmalofequalprotecuonofthelawsundcrtheConsmunon o -
SR because of race, color, religion, sex, ‘age; handicap, or national ongm, or in r.hj '
‘administration of j _msuce; ' ¢
™~

.. AppraneFedemllawsandpohaawnhrespectwdnscnmmanonordemalof; -
+ equal proteeuon ofthe lawsbecauseofraee, color, religion, sex, age, hand:cap
or national ormtheadmmmnonofjusuce; .
- . e Servej anat:onalclenrmghouscformformaﬂonmr&pecttodxscnnnnaﬂon
T ordemalofequalprotecuonoftholawsbecauseofrace,eolor,r;hg:on,sex,age,
"handmpornanonalongm, . .
Snbm:treports,ﬁndmgs,andrwommcndaﬂonstotbcPrwdentandﬂxc '

‘ ."MEMBERS OF THE- COMMISSION*- T o o .

' Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman - - - S N\

. 'Mary F. Berry, ViceChaztman _ U T
. StephenHorn- .- - R R o U _ y
"Blandmac;@enasnamm S . .
 JilkS. Ruckélshaus- - - | : T

kY (R

~ Murray Saltzman- L R

P




’-' ‘.: ', . ,‘ "'A"~.
. N

. - . K
C o, - . X e

2SO . . s

B

i -

AN e

.

-

The relatlonshxp between the avmlabihty of child care and women’s access o

dqual opportunity in education ‘and - -employment ‘has been presented to- this -

o .Commmon-m,tesumony on sevetal occasions. This report reviews that relation-

' . ship in terms of the adequacy ofFederal policy and programs. It demonstrates that X

the Federal Government can.do more to reconcile its. dtffuse child care pohcm
‘w:ththepohcyofextendmgequalnglmtowomen f e
- + - /The Commission recognizes that parents must respons:“bly cons:der the necessity
S for child care, and the availabihty of child care, in making their famﬂy planmng
S dec:sxons. The report, however, presentsa compelling analysis of the way in which
" “women are-often kept in poverty and dependence. by the absence of adequate child
___care services. For some women, contmmn& their progress out of poverty to .

mdependence msenously lmpeded by this obstacle to opportumty “The mmgéi ;- Sa
y Fo -,

"which women, may overoome this. obsmde requues exammat:onob

" policymakers: . . T
' The Commission recogmz& that child care: pohcy encompasses a wxde spettrum
of issues that have not been and could notbead mthxsreport. We beheve

** _that high pnonty must be given tq the quality of child care provided.
(Federal, State, and local) and private systems of child care ought to be available,
‘providing the opportunity for parents to have.thé broadest feasi range choxce

+ for ‘the care of their children. The financial implications atten vxdmg .
' -')chxld care ‘that is good for children, .and treats the child care- wo. eqmtably in*
terms of salary and benefits, neéd serioiis considération. The fact that this. feport

. does-not address all of these and other paolicy issues-'should not be mmdaed a.

reflection of the Commission’ smsensmwty to these questions.

Te .

T 0.

The Commission is aware of’ the complexity of these issues. However, thxs ‘

- 'complex:ty should not serve to block the creative. efforts of Federal, State, and

local -government, together with religious mstltuaons, community orgahizations, ~

~ and private provxders of day care, from xncteasmg the avallabxhty of lmproved .

-chlldcare. o L. Co . .

|
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. Not all women are/xmpeded in thelr qnest £or equahty by the laok of‘ chﬂd care .
Many Women ‘hgve ,the. preference and resou;ea,to provrde for their”child care -
- needs under a vanety of arrangements, mp}udmg abstentron from work outside the
. home.Ontherother hand for reasons of educauon,socralcondmomng and lackof. - . N
R oppo;nmrty—crted in’ this Com;msslons ntnn%rous reports on the status and - ;
. condition"of women in our country—a far, greater rﬁrmber of women with children” - ' ’
find- selves’ without, resources, and factng the most difficult barriers to. < ..
. SOCTY nomlc mdependence for themselves ‘and their children.. ~ © Lty
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Acciomsgiens L

Thxs report wa.gcompleted undet contmct to the US—CommJ,ssxon on le. '
~ Rights by the Wellesley College Center for Rescarch on Women. The decision to o
develop the report grl'.’w ant™-of the Comnnssxons hearmgs in Clucago in 1974, . .
~.which: resulted in pnbheauou of a sta.ff report, Women and Poverty, and .
- jdéntification of child.care problems asa majorpontribntot to the low. economic - L .
smtusofwomenmthlscountryTheCommmonthendemdedthataseﬁarate N
studyofth:s:ssuewascrrueal : e
- Relmbleand useﬁﬂmformatlon regardmgthelmpactofchildcereon womens o o
.equal opportumty is scattered and incomplete. The present report brings' together e e
~-much of the existing “data: The Commission: has décided. to publish:itasa - .~ :
-+ contribution to the much neéded debaté over child care as a sex discrimination L
issue and to release the report “under its clearinghouse: r&pohsibilmes oA I
The report was written by James A. Levine, project director, Sharon Harlan, T
. Michelle Seligson, Joseph Pleck, and‘Laura Lein of the Wellsley College Center .~ = ..
for Research on Women. . o
It ongmated in the Commission’s former Women S nghs Program Umt and was S :
: completed in the Office of Program Planning g and Evaluation. JuanitaTamayoLott = (
served as contract manager. Helpful comments were provmled by Dana Friedman
in the-iiditial demgn of thxs report. Revisions were handled by’ Martha Y. Jones. .
Sheila L.- Lyon and Candy R. Wilson contributed secretarial support. Production * ~ <
assistance 'was “pravided by Publications Management Division ™ staff members - o
Bonnie Mathews, who edited the _report, and Vivian M. Hauser - and - Vivian
Wash‘mgton, -who prepared the report for pubhcatmn. Thls project was accom- -
.plished under the overall supervrslon of Carol A. Bonosaro, Assistant. Staff .
_ Director -for: Congressional - and’ Public -Affairs, except for final review- and
. complenon of the report, which was superv:sed by Eugene S. Momell .Actmg
Ass:stant Staff Director for Program Plannmg and Evaluatlon "t B
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’l‘hrs report eximines the rclatlonshxp between the Federal Govqrnment’s chrld
oare ‘programs and pohcrs and the Federal goal of equal opportunity for women.
Although both have received considerable attentiont during the last 15 years, there:

" has been relatively little effort to scrutinize | the relationship between the two in any -
specrﬁc or systematic way. Social sclenusts and. pohcymakers have been far ‘more
concerned with the effects of maternal employmcnt and day care on children than
thcy have been with the effects of the lack of child care—or .of inadequate child -
~ care—on parents’ lives. However, when the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights has

. ;studxed the nwds of women throughout. the country, as it did'in preparing its 1974

' report, Women and Poverty, * and its 1979 report, Women—Still in Poverty, * the
" relationship between child care and equal opportunity has boen apparent. Women |
are frequently unable to take advantage of educational and emﬂoyment Opportum '

_trsdnqtolackoforma&quatechﬂdcar& .

_~This .report appraxses the laws .and pohcrs of the Fedcra] Government with
respect to ‘the provision of child care servrccs to ascertain whether those policies

 result in discrimination or denial of equal protection of the laws on the basis of Sex.

Specrﬁcally, the “report reviews three dimensions of Federal child care activity:. "
programs and pohcm whose primary purpose is to assist families with child care; )
the pro*:sron of child care as part of major Federal cmployment, training, and- .

- education programs; and the consideration given to child care by the Federal

" Governmert in its equal opportunity laws and in its’ role as an employer. In ail

cases; the analysrs -attempts'to clarify the extent to which child care policies either

. promote or frustrate the Federal goal of equal opportunity for women. -

Because the relationship between child care and equal opportunity for. women\

“has not been’ systematrca]ly explored . before, the data bearing on it  are not

extensive- This report draws, for-the most part, on published journal articles.and

- research reports, government documents, mterviews with government officials,”

and interviews with othet’experts. It also refers tosurvey data collected: by the so- )
called “women’s magazines,” which have, in certain respects, attempted to assess
the child care- needs of their readers more frequently™than “has the Federal
Government. Although this report does not present ‘extensive new data, it .

_‘organizes existing information into a framework that sheds new light on the

relatronshlp between child care:and equal opportumty for women and highlights -

. the Timitations of previous research. .- .
— In focusmg Qn women, thls report do&s ply_ .that_ child care is or should be

’

o U.S..CommmononCwﬂR:ghts, WO':Lﬂ'Mdemy(lﬂn e

-2 U.S..Commmonon Civil nglm, Women—SalIblPonny(m i

. " - . . . ' iy

-



only a “women’s ISSUC." If ‘women are ta add work outslde the home to full\

responsibility for child care, they will Continue to be restricted in their opportuni-

ties for productive paid work and ‘men will be testricted from the opportunity and

requlsibxhty of nurturing the young: Indeed, as long as privaté lives and public
institutions are organized a.round the premise that child care is an exelusxvely '

' fernale responsibility, equal opportunity will:be unattainable. '~~~ - . :
Whenever possible and,appropriate, ‘this report attends to the unpact of Federal

' programs and pohcus on male mvolvement in child care..It tries to recognize the .

mterdependence of - men: -and:-women w:thout denymg the reality that it is women,

. at the 'present tnne, who have the major responsﬂuhtx for cluldreanng in thxs

country. :
This report does not mtend, exther exphc:tly or 1mpl1c1tly, to devalue that -

. ' responsxbxhty, to suggest in any way that women.(or men) should work outside the

_ home, or that they should. make extrafamxhal child care: arrangements While it
'recommends Federal policies. that ‘would expand, the availability of child care

, services, itfin no manner suggests that government should make chxldrei'mng .
* decisions for families. Indeed, " the -analyses pre nted ‘are. premised on the . .
. importance of individual andfamily choice; “simply‘put, they call’ for. changes in,

. those pohctes and progh;ms that cnrrently restnct womens choxce ofequal
Opportumty .- o N -'. :
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Smce;he 19603 the Umtedeates Governmenthas

made xﬂncreasmg,ly clenr—through legislation, Ex- -
: edmve orders, and’

Jjudicial® decisiony—that equal
-for, wothen i employment and educa-

_'noaxsaFederalgoﬂ Congress first expressed the *
"'goalm {963w:thpmsageofthquualPayAet,
. +z.which; amended the Fair Labor S ’
V"ththnandotheramendments, the" Fair -Labor
. StandardsActbroadlyQ:ohibxtswagedxsmmma.

Act?

' tion based on sex in pubhe 'and private employment.
- ‘Passage of Title VII? of the Civil Rights Act in 1964

extended the prohibition against sex - disgrimination

in employment to include all classification, assign-
- mént; prohouon, and training., A new ageacy, the
"Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EBQC) was created to enforce Title VIL.  ~

‘By the end of the 1960s and contirfuing through
. the next decade, agency regulations advanced equal -

opportunity pohcy from simple prohibition to affir-
miative. action, and court decisions gave | further
definition to the application of anudxscnmmauon

.\~ policies.” Pursuant to Executive Onder 11478,% the

U.S. Civil Service-Commission issued guidelines that
“ required Federal agencies- to-develop and implement

- affirmative action plans for. hiring) minorities and
* women.* The U.S. Department of Labor’s Office of
Federal Contract Compliance | laid down affirmative .

- . action gmdelmes for Federal contraeaors in Revised

\

- s 1d. 8§
- » £2U.S.C. §§2000e-2000e-17 (197

1 29 USC. §2060) 15788 A :
a). (d), (€X1-2) (r)-(-s)i-nd(x);mﬁ(dl ;
\
« Id. §§2000c, 20002, 2000c-16. - -
. Ezec. ommnm.ac.rxmummmpn.m).mw

3 in42US.C. §2000¢ (1976).

.5 C.F.R§720, Appendix (1979) ' _
"otcmz.geo-z(lm :
» Schultz v. wmch-Co.mmuzssadax l970)..em.denid.

398 U.S. 905 (1970).

* Weeks v. Soudu'anlTel.&TeLCo..mF.ZdZﬁ(SthGr 1969). .

. status and”

* @ Sprogis

. based upen
- % 45 C.F.R. §§86.1-42 (1979).

The courts prcvcnted en%ﬁbygs from
creatmg art:ﬁclal job. classxﬁcauons in urder to pay ~
women less than men’ (Schultz v. Wheaton Glass
Company %), upheld the EEQC’s narrow; definition
"of the instances. in which sex could .uusnﬁably be
used as a bona fide occupauonal quahﬁcauon (Weeks
v. Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Comipany*
and Diaz v. Pan American World Airways, Inc. *°);
ruled that newspa could not.carry “help-want-
ed” job advemsements in sex-designated columns -
(Pittsburgh Press Company, v. Pittsburgh Commission -

- -on Human Relations **); and prohibited the exclusion -

of women from ceitain jobs on the basis of marital -
n{otherhood (Sjwvgts y United Axrlmc. '

Inc. ).
- It was not until efforts: o achxeve egual employ-

' ment opportunity f for women were well under way

that the Federal Governmcnt took steps to prohibit :

-sexdxscnmxmmonmeducauon In 1972; with pas- -

sage - of: Title IX-of” the Education Amendments
Act,”> Congress prohiblted sex discrimination in
educational institutions rwewmg Federal funds. The
_nnplementmg tions issued under Title IX.
cover areas siich as recruiting, admissions, financial
aid, housmg, health care, curricula,-and athletics.’"
Two years later, the Women’s Educational Bquxty
-Act authorized grants and contracts to promote

K ‘Diszv. PanAm.WorldAxrways.lne..“ZF.ZdSSS(SthCu l971).a|n.
denied, 404 U.S. 950 (1971). ]
1 Pittsburglt Press Co. v. PlchCunmmHmuRchnons.Zﬂ .
A.2d 161 (Pa. Commw. Ct.lm).cﬂ'd.4lSU.S.376(l973) ) .
v. United Air Lincs, Inc., 44 F2d 1154 (th Cir. 1971, cert.
denied, 404 US. 991 (1971). See also. Phillips v. Martin Marietta Corp., 400
us. uZ(lWl)(maha-ofprucboolagechildmynotbedamd
employment because of of motherhood wnless the exclusion is shown 10 be =
mablmrxandbomﬁde;obquﬂxfm) - °.
» 20U.S.‘C.§§l68|—86(l976). o .



- ‘tional programs.'¢

4

Cln
:

oqurty at nll' lcvcls of schoolmg. from preschool - noL
through adult and vocational education.’ The Edu- -

" cation Amendments of 1976 gave further impetus to

" .efforts to climinate sex bias. from vocauonal eduta-

Throughout the 1970s congrmoml amendments
‘to antidiscriminstion” statutes”extended - ‘protection -
from sex bias‘to more categories, of women workers. .
The Fair Labor Standards Act was amcnded twice

realized. Women as workers and ‘students,”
mpecxally minority wdmen, continue to be dlsadVan-'

"taged when’ compared -with men -and, in some ..

. respects, even more so than they were before the

opportunity. Womcn are morc likely 'to be unem-

ployed, to have less prestigious occupations, and to '

‘be concentrated in different .occupations than men.

- ﬂprohxtnt sex_di y of profes-

. ‘sional and executive employees. (1972)"* and govern-

s

- ment employees (1974).2* Of the many amendments
to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, two were’

, especially important to women in paid work: the

'

(Woman .
R iSee 20 US.C. $52301(3) (1976), 23040). 7305(-)(17). 2307(b)(4).
-MXIHCXE) 230%(a)(3(B), 23300XINNL). 2350(X6). 2351(a)2).

Equal Employmcnt Opportumty Act of 1972 ex:’

tional institutions amd-State and local governments,**
.apd an amendment in 1978 specrﬁcally extended the

defihition of the term “on the basxs of “sex:"® In

. addition, the Comprehensive Employmcnt .and -

Training Act (CETA), which rcofgamzed and con-.
solidgted Fedgral cmploymcnt and  training pro- -
 prohibited sex discrimination in enrollment.? :
‘thaps the most substantial dchIOpmcnt in

. acting in violation of Title viL= ngatmg to end
employnrent - pmcued it deemed to have an exclu-«;
sionary unfsact on all women, EEOC has sought '
coutt-ordc;‘od afﬁrmanvc action measures ,against’
large co
sizable backipiy: sc;ﬂcmcnts." :

Dspxtc more than 15 years-of Federal statuta,
court orders, and agency actions, howcvcr, ‘the

_ Federal goal of equal opportumty for womcn has

1 20 U.S.C. §1866 (1976). Sealn. 20 US.CA. ﬁSMl-ﬂ (Supp 1979) -
EdnanomlqumyMoﬂm). .

%3;720). 2353(ax2). 2354(a)4). 2355(-)(2). 2356» 2330(5). and 2392(1)(6)
{1976). )

LT D US.C §2130) (1976). IR T

»29USC §203(d)(l97§).

» 42 US.C. $§2000e(a), 2000e-1 (1976). . :
™ 42 US.C.A~§2000e(k) (Supp. 1974-1978). - .
" 29 US.C. §843(f) (1976). . "
% 42 U.S.C. $2000e-5() (1976).

* See. eg. United States v. Allegheny- Ludlumhdlmnu.lnc..&FR.D

I(N.D Al 1974), qff'd. 517 F.2d 826 (5th Cir. M)(mmmavdne
.foﬂowm.mmtdecreednxndndedmblnhmdboflbock-plyfnndof

$30.9 million); v. American Tel & Tel. Co. 365 F. Supp. 1105
(E.Dh.lm (pcunomtomavcacfonowmgwdecree).aﬂ'im.

N. - k
2 . . .

" tended Title VII.coverage to employees of educa-

... act’s coverage of employment discrimination. agmnst :
“~..women by including pregnancy as part of the

: nd, Women. occupa- -
- tional segregation- has’ incr.

a government mitiated efforts 10 bring about equal =

As stated in the Commission’s report..Social Indica- .
- tors of Equality for Minorities

bstantxally smcc‘ w4

1970 about two-thirds to three-fourths. of she JObS :‘a‘; e
held by women in 1976 would have to bechanged to ,"'

match the occupatxonal patterns of whltc men?*

" This is not to 1gn0(q§su5”stam¢\al gains during the 5

last two. decades in_ yy.o?ncns -participation in thc
- labor force and én educgtion, Twclvc pércent more
women woricd Outsidé the ‘home n “1978 dhan in

" 1960, while during that same period, mien’s pamcxpa-
tion.in the labor forcc dccrcascd." By 1978 half of .
all women, 16 and ovcr. were in the labor force,
‘representing 4 -of ihc total Umtcd States

. workmg population; 53 perccnt ‘of all blaék women,

almost half of all black workers," ande45. percent of -

'Federal equal opportunity policy @uring the .1970s Hxspamc women were in”the fabor force" In the -
resulted from the 1972 empolwerment of the EEOC _sdme yeay, almost, half.of all
' (undcr the Equal ‘Employmefit Opportypity Act) to
bring _civil suits against’ employers alleged to’ be enrolled’

couggg‘smdcnts wcrc
women.”‘ wrth mmonty mwomcn as likely - to be
as whxtc womcn, ‘and.in 1976-717 women
received - 461 perccnt( of all-: bachelor’s degrccs
awardedmthc United States.»"

" 'Wonien still earn colsidenbly lw than men.

iy

~ e

.

“f

.cmployers and has ‘won Jevera]  Despite their increasing pgesepce.in the work force. .

and in egucational. -prograid” and despite Federal °°

protection, data f'rom 1975 indicate. that even when -
they both work full time, year round, the average
woman workcr oarns only about three-fifths of what

pan.SObFJd‘nS(JdCu IM)mwnmdsbemtdecmem
thelmercaemybefomﬂmlcc}{ Employmt?nonoaGmdc
. para. 1860 (1973). .
"U.S..Comwmoomaﬂszhu.anallndmmo/Equhqfor
med Women (978). p. 45 (berullu cited a3 Social Indicators).

= U.S., Officcof the Presi k ‘and Trai ng Report of the
Przndcm (1978). p. 180" (ubie A-l) (bere-ﬁer cited as anbymmtcnd
mektpwr) -

Workers (1970), p. 1 amuncrmoduZOme Women Wonkers).

. ment—Social and Ecomomic .Charoctéristics ofSludcn& Ocrober 1978,
CumrPopulaumRepaamE-zo.no. 335(19'79).”.1.4 tabie 3.
™ Jbid_; BlrborlHeynsnndJoyecAdnrM “Recent Trends in the

. Hn;haEduaooq,éf%men (psper prepared for the Research Confer-

- ence on Educational Environments and the Undergraduate Woman, Cepter
forRae-rchonWomaz.Wellaley Mas..Sep(, 13-15 l979).ﬁ¢urc3 N

“'U.S..Depnnmenio(hbor WomeusBmZOqume'
+-7 US. Department of Commeree, Burean of the Cenwas, School Enrll

<
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L s man ‘earns. On the average, black‘and !-Iupg.mc “_tlmchbs wer¢ women » K

_ © women earn even less than white women.™ ® In facx. omen'faaeeus to job mortunitiel is reetrleted. K

. the male-female average wiige gap-is greater than it ¥ Despitetheir i increasing presenice in the wotk force,

. 'was in 1960, before the passage of thé ‘Equal Pay - women still, fiave considerably -more dtfﬁculty than -
. Acte \o 1977 émiale college graduates, mcludmg "men gndmg jobs. &t 1977; for example, men’s rate”

+ T those with-advanced degrees, who worked full'time _

cnpatlon‘nu\ e labor. force was 30 percent _,
year round had'a median i tnoome below um of mdc. 'hxgher -thain women's, and the average unemploy-

i

AN

-,

\ ;

R

’

high séhool drepouts. -

‘ment zate for,ﬁm men was 5.5 percen

-Women are Wedin low-payingdead-endjobs -+ SAME year, the unemproyment rate for white women
4Dalplt€tbe1hetefogenetty of the femate workTorCe,”’" as 7.3-percent; for black women™ it was 14 percent,

' 1976 statistics indicate that "78.5 percent of alf'

reflecting the effects of both sex and race.4 The

women are concentrated in clerical, ‘sales, service,: Jargest differenfe in unemployment between men

clerical and.service.® In 1978 “Women were 80
* percent of all tlerical workess. . .but only 6 percent
of all.craft workers; 63, percent of service workers.
but ‘only 43 percent”of professional and technical

workers, and 64 percent- of retail sales workers but .

;- only 23 percent of nonfarm managers and #dminis- _

~ trators.™® To achieve an occupational distribution

identical to that of white’ men, it has been estimated °
~ that 66 percent of white women, 69 percext of black
women, and ‘80 “percent of Puerto ‘Rican women

* and blue-collar jobs, with-55.9 percent of women 7" .snd worien
- concentrated in just two occupational categories—

was among prime-age workers, those
rangmgmagefromZStoM" L
.Women _are: much -less likely'to complete eollege

'Nthan men, Even among the relat:vely young popnla-

_year,” the completion “rate- for 'w

¥

tion, significant differencé€”in college completion
rates persist. dp, 1976, for. example, 34 _percent of

‘whnte men betweeit’ the ages of 24- amd 29 had

completed at least 4 yearsof coﬂege-_ in the same.

women of .
comparable»sage was two-thirds the ‘raté of white .
smen; for black women®t was one-third.+ :

Women still do not receive. education .or tnaining

would have to change occupations. According. o that 48 a3 advanced as men’s. In 1978 a- higher .

Ralph Smith, acting: “Directdr of the National Cem- ~

" mission for Employment Pohcy, “The extreme-form

of occupational segregation in which women re-
mainéd at hdéime may haVe;énded years ago, but the

' majority are still doing ‘w0men s work”.” Fa

Womenaremnehieaslikelythanmentoholdfnll-
, $ime jobs. Ouly 41.4 percent of the women in the

" labor force @ 1975 held full-time, year-round jobs, -

_ compared with 63.9 Rertent of tife men in tHe labor
‘brce % Women were 70 pcr,gent of all part-tim
. workers (persolis who work less than 35 hours per
-week) in 1977.%" Voluntary p#rt-time work increased:
*appronmately three times. faster than full-time work

from 1965 to l977’land most of those takmgpart

5™ % US. Depirtment-of Labor. Bureai. of Labor Statistics, U.S. Working

/.. Nancy Barrett, "Women in the JGb Market: Occupation, Earnings,

," ZOanﬂWM Workers, p. 3.

Women: A Databook (1977), p. 52 (hereafter Cited as US. Working Women).

Carcer Opportunities,” in The Subtle Rewolution, ed. Ralph Smith (Wash- *
ington, D.C.~The Urban Institute. 1579) p. 34, tabic 2 (compiled from data
in US, Department of Commerte, Bureau of the Census, Current
FPopulation Reports. seties P-60, various issues). -

"U.S..Depamnentof BnrunoftheCauusCumPopulq-
"tion Reports, series P-60, no. 116 (July 1978).pp.13-14 uble7 ’

+» US Working Women, p. 8, tabie 7. N <

.

Pp. 42, 58, “abies 3. 6.and 4,4

.- Rnthmuh.'rheMovmtof'Womenm.thcuborForce. mSnuth.

TMSMRemlumpIQ L
= U.S. Working Women. p. 12, table 14. R
&upbpmtandrmmkepatp 17, mble’2, .

' _' ‘Nancy Barrent, "Women in the Job Market: Unﬂnplaymentand Work

and

proport:on of female than male undergraduates were
enrolled in
soc:ologxs Barbara Heyns and Joyce Adair Bird,
the most/.p prestigion umvexsmes “remain the ‘pre-
serve of the most?-am

" over,. although nearly half -of* al] undergraduate

degrets were awarded to wemen 'in 1976-77, .they, -
feceived only 24 percent of the doctorates and 19°

.percent of. first professxonal degrees dunng that

-

yéar.

cent.* In the

g

ublic 2-year coileges.* According to

tional students; in ‘terms of ,
sex, race, and age,” i.e., young whxte men.® More- .~ -

Women are nnderrepresented in Federal employ- .~

ment and training programs. Although they were 56 '
percent of the ..populat:on ehglble to parttctpate in"

Schedules,” in 77le
Employment and Training Report. pp. 225-26, table A-30).-

“»* Employment and Training Report, p. 226, table A—BO

“ Ivid. pp. 179.180,210. .. L.
¢ Ibid,, p.210. ° A
“ Ibid. p. 212 :
g Soaallndmmp 14, table24. .

“USs.; DepamnentofCommeme.lu:’uuoftbeCcnsm.SchoolEnmII-\__

ment~Social and Economic Characteristics - of studenis “October 1978,

“Currenr Population Reporzs, series P-20, no. 355, p.'6, table 5.

“ Heyns and Bird,. Reeentdesmmclﬁ‘gherEduuoonofWom,
p. 17. d
'lbnd,ublcl(oompdod‘{romdatamus. Deplrtmﬂ:tofﬂedth.

- Education, and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, Eorned

" Degrees ConYerred, 197576, and the Drgat ojsdmmn Statistics, mv—n, .

mdl979)

) . . .
. - 9 . . -

ubtle Rooluuon. p ‘81 (computed from data in

“a.



o feda‘allysuppoﬂodprogramaundcr'l"tlsl IL axid .

V1 ofGETA in 1977, women were only 44 percent

- of. the parucrpants." Moreover, they 'were least’, |
" represented in the programs “that provide  partici-

pants with )Obs, whlch‘ are also tht:‘mo;t expensrvc

' programstoopcrate.

. 'Various reasons,.none mutuaﬂy cxcluswc, havc

' ‘beenadvancedtoea:plmnwhytherchasnotbcen

" more. progress towards the Federal goal of equal

opportunity for women. Some have emphasized the

| 'persisting interplay _between an occupationally

" equal pay for equal work, does not adddress the .

" - need, ngen pcrsrstmg occupauonal segregation, for
. equal pay for’ work of comparable value;* to the

' scgregated labon ‘market and as “educational system

that steers women into a limited number of tradition- -
al _)obs." Others. have : pomted to_problems :with
interpretation and apphcanon of. the government -

- mandate: to the madequacy of legislation such as the

Equal Pay Act of 1963 which, though calling. for

" failure of-Federal agéncies to issue adequate regula-
tions prohibiting sex discrimination;*! and to narrow

~ Judicial interpretations of statutés, such as the ruling
. that Title IX does not cover employees in education-
al institutions®? and the Supteme Court of the United

States ruling (later remedied by congressional legis-. .

- lation®* that. the exclusion of pregnancy benefits

from an insurance plan was not based on gender and

did not violate Title VIL.5¢

Another fundamental obstacle 10 equal opportum
ty for women is tho’r&sponsﬂ:nhty they contmuc 10 .

. assume for the care of "young chﬂdrcn. a r&sponsxblh-

.. U.S..Depumnemorhbor Employment and Training Administration, . -

tythatiSnotshared forthcmostpart,bymen As

- - Alice Cook, professor emeritus of industrial _and '

labor relations at Cornell Umversxty, has putit:

¥ Calcalated from data in National Comimission for Manpowér Policy,
CETA: An Analysis of the Issues, “Target Groups,” by Williany Barnes
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 79, table 4. -

unpublished data; Willism Mirengoff and Lester Kindler, CETA: - Manpower-

'hopumunderLocnlCounol(Wllhmzlon.DC: NmomlAcodemyof

Sciences, 1978), p. 208.’

. US..Congmn.Howe.Subeommm:ouElmwy m md
v . Vocational' Education, Sex Discrimination and Sex Stereolyping in Vocation-

al Education, 94th.Cong., lnnal. €1975), pp- 15-23 (statement of Marilyn
Stecle). ».
“MumGreenbctwmanneGuumn. “Legal Remedies Beyond Title

"' VII to Combat Sex Discrimination in Employment,” in Women in the U.S.
.ubrFmd.AmFmQh(WlﬂnnmeQhuga l979).pp

83-84. .
" Ihid.; eryC.Dunhp.“TbeWRoodquullEmploymcm

"Opportunity: ACrmcannew in Women in the US. uborl-'m,pp 70~ .

;L

" = Brunswick School Bd. v. Califano, 449 F. Supp. 866 (D. Me. 1978), afrd

b nom. Isleboro ‘School Com v. Califano, 593 F.2d 424 (1st Cir. 1979)

4 - .

6
. -
)

Norms o? work life havc dcveloped to fit the
unmten’upted-—thc male—career. Women_ can-
’-_- not_match ‘this pattern, because they mterrupt
« work_ life 'to bear children .and to care for
them: . . .Women’s. work lives proceed at a
- different rhythm from men’s."They are marked
’by m.!crrupuons for pregnancy, maternity, and
child care. In a world of work fashioned and
fitted to- men, these mtcrruptlons handicap
women in finding jobs, retraining, and being
. considered for promotion; that is, for the re-
" wards presumably aftractive in economic life.s*

It is not just when ihcy interrupt their careers or
--education that women maintain primary responsibili-

ty for child cara.Although some evidence exists that’

men are slowly becoming more involved in child
care and related housework, most research clearly
indicates that women who work outside the home
still retain primary r&ponsfbxhty for thse tasks.5*
Based upon their sutvey of the literature on house-
hold work, Sandra Hofferth, sociologist and re-
search associate at the Urban Institute, and Kristin
Moore, actmg director, Pragram of Research on.
\Women and Family. Policy, Urban Institute, con- -
cluded that the typical employed wife “contmua to
do most of the work that gets done at homc Wwa
who work full time make up most of thcrr "house-
work on weekends, thereby cutting down what had
been their free time.”*” In effect, most.women
working outside the home hold down two jobs,

_while men in paid employment hold one. According

to sociologist Joseph Pleck, research associate,
+Centér for Research on Women, Weéllésley College,

'Ilthxs role overload- discourages many wives from .
- “seeking” and takmg paid jobs.in the first place. It .

increases the likelihood they will.leave jobs which

- they do enter. It increases their overall stress if the§’

cert. demied sub nom. Harris v. Isleboro School Comm., 100 S. Ct. 467
(1979). . : .
= 42 U.S.C.A. §2000e(K) (Supp. 1974-1978). ,
 General Electric Co. v. Gilbert, 429 U.S. 125 (1976).

= Alice Cook, The Working Mother (Ithaca, N.Y.: New York State School

. of Industrial and Labor Relations, Cornell University, 1979),p.7.
* * Joscph Pleck, “The Work-Family Problem.” in Oussider on the Inside:
- Women and Organizations,-ed. B. Goldman and B. Fozihi (New York:

Prentice-Hall, forthcoming), pp. 3, table 1, and: 4. The findings are based.

" upon time use datain K. Walker and M. Woods, Time Use: A Measure of

Household Production of Family Goods and Services (Washington, D.C.:
American Home Economics Association, 1976), pp. 126-27, table 3.17; J.
Robinson, How Americans Use Time: A Social-Psychological Analysis (New

‘" York: Pracger, 1977), pp. 72-74, tables 3.6-8; M. Meissner and others, “No

Exit for Wives: Sexual Division of Labor and the Cumulation of Household
Dcmunds. Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology, vol. 12X1978),

p- 432; J. Pleck, L. Lang. and M. Rustad, “Men’s Family Work,
1nvolvement and Satisfaction,” unpublished paper (1978), table 1.

» Sandra L. Hofferth and Kristin Moore, “Women's Employmem and
Murmg:. m n:Sublle leullon. pe 115, o

.
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do hold”their jobs. Finally, it limits their upward
~ mobility, since higher paymg ‘jobs are likely to

"and helps keep many. women “locked in">a cycle of -

require more-time and energy, and ‘therefore in-
crease role overload further. Thus, in addmOn to
causing stress, employed wives role overload more
specifically depresses women's rates of employment

- intermittent employment in low-paying jobs, with

:few prospects for advancement For the large - -

A

e

number- of single mothers (who typically’ receive
little, ‘if any, income or child .support from their’

former partners), the. effects of role overload ‘are -

cvcnmox;:sevcre.“ ‘ \,,'.

tholegh researchers have suggsted that wom- - -

.\

{:‘s “traditional family role-——and in parucula.r their-
mp0nsxbi1ny for child caxe——constnuts a signifi---.
*- cant barrier to equal opportunity, attention te child . -
care has not. beén central .to- Federal efforts-to_
achieve equal Opportumty As Sheila Kamcrman and -
Alfred Kahn, professors, School- of Sociat. Welfare,

Golumbia University, pomt out, most “U.S. public ',

pohcy directed at women treats wommen as individu-s.
als, not ‘as family mempbers, wives, or mothers”;® in.
paftlcular “Public policy has simply not addrssed

the specxal problems-and needs of working moth- _

érs.”™ Of the several government bureaus con-
cerned witlr women, includjng those concerned with
equal employment opportumty, “none is specifically
dxrcqted to women as family members.""*

PUAtI Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
was amended in 1978 to cover -discrimination based,

on pregnancy,* neither Title VII, Title IX of the .

Education Amefdments,* -nor Executive Order

11246 as amended®® specifically recognized women’s

childbearmg or childrearing role as a barrier to equal

- opportunity in employment or education. Though _

.

the 1978 act was-a significant step forward because
of extension of benefits to pregnant women, it still
appears to limit child care iqu to a medically
necessary period after childbirth.* .

» Pleck, “The Work- Fumly Problem.” p. 7.

" s Dorothy Burlage. “Divorced and Scparated Mothers: Combining the

Responsibilities of Breadwinning and Chlldmnng (Ph.d. diss.. Harvard
University, 1978), pp. 209-11.°
= Shelia Kamerman and Alfred Kahn, eds.. Family Policy: Government and

. Families in Fourteen Countries (Ncw York, N.Y.: Columbia University

Press, 1978).p. 472.
o Sheils Kamerman, “Public Pohcy and the Family: A New Stmegy for

" Women as Wives and Mothers,” in Wonren into Wives: The Legal and

Economic Impact of Marriage, ed. Jane R. Chapman and Margaret Gates
(Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1977), p. 208.
® Kamerman and Kahn, Family Policy, p. 472.

- = 42U.S.C.A. §2000¢(K) (Supp. 1974-1978).

Moreover, Federal guidelines for affirmative ac-
- tion place very little emphasis on child care. Revised

+ Order No. 4, which is unusual. in that it mentions

child care explicitly, mentions it as a suggestion
rather than a requirement. Among other programs

that Federal contractors -are advised to develop,
.~ they may “encourage child care, housing and trans-
. portation programs.appropriately designed to im--
prove the employmen opportunmts for rmnontm_

.and women."®*  / -

‘The broader apphcanon of equal . opportunity
" legislation to child care has been raised in De la Cruz’

v. Tormey. * In De la Cruz a group of low-income -’

* testriction of efforts to provide child care deprived

mothers sued-"thc San Mateo. Commumty College *
D;stnct -in, Cahforma, charging that the district’s -

thcnrof equaf educanodal-opportunms by limiting, .

-.among other things, the number and types of classes
+ they- could Jake: T lower court dismissed- fhe

_/complamt for failure to state a claxm upon ewhich _
relief could be granted, The United States Court of - -

Appeals for the Ninth Circuit reversed, ruling that

N

the plamnff adequatcly alleged ‘a violation by the *

community colege district of Tide IX of the

Education Amendments (which’ prohlbns sex dis-

cnmmatﬁn_m educational programs receiving -Fed-
eral financial assistince) and remanded the case to a
U.S. district court for trial on the merits.*®

In ruling that allegations of discrimination duc to
inadequate child care stated a claim under Title IX,
the appeals court established a principle that.could
be of broad importance to the future debate on the
relationship between equal opportunity legislation
and child care. The court noted that neither Title IX
itself, its legislative history,”™ nor the relevant regu-
lations™ conclusively established a standard of con-
duct for Title, IX cases, and it noted also that the

regulations did not refér to child care services.”*

Accordingly,-the court did not attempt to formulate.

a precise standard. However, citing Supreme. Court

-'I:iv- .

decisions™ “under statutes similar to Txtlc IX,” thc )

v
“ 20US.C. §§1681-86(1976). .
= Exec. Order No.91246,3C.FR. 339(1964—1965 Compilation).
= 42 US.C.A. §2000e(K) (Supp. 1974-1978). -
@ 4] C.F.R. §60-2.24(h) (1979). P
= De Ia Cruz v. Tormey, $82 F. Zd 45 (9th Cir.. IWB) cert, demed 99S.Ct.
2416(1979).

- Jd.

n H. Rep. No. $54, 92nd Cong., 2nd sess., reprinted in 1972} U.S. Code,
Cong. & Ad. News 2462,

:n 4SC.F.R. Par1 86 (1979).

" DelaCruzv. Tormey, 82 F.2d at 61 & n. 15.

- 1 Griggs v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424 (1971); Lau v. Nuchols 414

© U.S.363 (1974); Dolhard v. Rawlinson, 433 le 32! (}977)
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De la Cruz court suggested that.a prima facie case
might be made upop a showing of disparate impact,
without a showing of intentionat dxscnmmatlon 74
Elsewhere, the court made clear that the plaintiffs

had adequately allcged such dxscnmmatory impact:”

H

There can bc little doubt that a dxscnmmatory'

effect, as that term is properly understood and
has been used by the Supreme Court, has been
adequately alleged. The concrete human conse-
quences flowing from the lack of sufficient
'child care facilities, very practxcal impediments

to beneficial participation in the District’s edu- ‘

' cational programs, are asserted to- fall over-

'whclmmgly on womcm students and would-be ’

students -

The United States Supremc Court allowed the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals’ decision to stand, thercby
permitting the case to proceed to trial.”s

De la. Cruz was eventually settled out of court on
..October "23, 1980, with terms, thatyinclude the

agreement of the San Mateo Commumty Collcgc‘-
Dtst,nct to seek fundmgfrom both-public and’ privatc

' % Def Cruz v. Tormey. 582 F.2d at 61.

.2

™ Id ats3.
e Cert. denied. 99 S. Ct. 2416 (1979).
™ No. C-~76-456~RPA {N.D. Cal.. Oct. 23, 1980).

™ Kamerman, “Public Pohcy and the Family,” p. 209.

r.

‘sources for child care for all campuses. Although

this out-of-court “settlement establishes no legal
precedent, the ruling of the Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Circuit, coupled with- the action of the U.S.

.Supreme Court, could have broader implications. -

‘Other courts in the Ninth Circuit could ﬁnd the lack
of child care to be a violation of Title IX. .
"According to Ann Broadwell, the attorney for the

' plaintiff in De la Cruz, “the real significance of the

case is that schools and collcgs will look seriously
at child care as a means of providing equal educa-
tional opportunity to womén.”™

These declsions aside, the fact is that the Federal

.goal’ of equal ‘opportunity : for ‘women - will be _
: consxderab}y hampered unless more consideration is

given to child Care. “A frequently held position
assumes that the problems faced by working moth-
ers affcct only a small group and should be coped .
with on an individual basis,” says Sheila Kamerman.

_"“The.reality is very different, given the prevalence
of these. problems and the large numbers of women

s affectcd 1

™ Ann Brondwell Adams. Broadwell and Ruscll, San Mneo Calif..
telephone interview, Nox 24, 1980.

15



(2

advance to a policy writer position, they. will even :

- CHAPTER 2

- State trooper in Vrrgxma. Puring

’

4

.

. e Mary Smith, one of the 80.percent of all
- employed. women who work in clericaly service, '
'sales,orfactpryjobs,nsaseoretarymasmall

insurance firm in the Midwest. Shexscommlttedto

> her ‘work, ambitious, and highly capable, and her

supervisors recognize her talents. To help Mary

pay so that she can join two of the eompany’s

‘salesmen'at a course in real estate insurance law at -
-the local college—three evenings a week for the

next36weeks.Mary’shusband,aﬁremanona
rotating shift, is often not home in the evening.

Because she cannot find reliable cvening care for a

2-year-old, a S-year-old, and an 8-year-old, Mary’s
opportunity to advance hke the men in her company
isclosed.?

¢ Cheryl Petska is. not employed at a ‘typrcal”
woman’s job. In 1978 she became the first woman
the coalworkers’
strikes in late 1978, Petsjgr was ordered.on 48 hours

. notice to report for a 2-week tour of duty in the:

coalfields, 400 miles from' her home. Although she

had a daily child care arrangement for her children -

and-had made special arrangements for the intensive
23-week training program necessary to become a
trooper, she was unable to find anyone to babysxt her

children overnight for 2 weeks on such short notice. -

When she refused the assignment, she was fired for
“insubordination.” (Cheryl’s husband, Mark, also a

"mnahypomctmleuebuedonmfomnoneonecwdférWorhng

Family Project, “Work and Family Life,” Laurs Lein, principal investiga-
tor, Preliminary Report, National Institute of Education Project No. 3-
3094, (Cambridge, Mass.: Center for the Study of Public Policy, 1974)
(hereafter cited as “Work and Family Life™). .

» "WomnnTrooperFired." WashhrxtonPaptDec.JO. 1978, p. 37.

.l'

Equal Opportunity and the Need for Child Care-

rState trooper and undercover narcot:es agent, is
frequently called on out-of-State mgnments on.a

moment’s notice.)?

¢ Hannah Robinson, a single mother, was com- "

pletely supported by welfare until she found a job as

-a nurse’s aide at the Veterans Administration hospl-
tal. Because her wages were-so 1ow,-Robinson.was -

still “income eligible” for government support of the
child care she neededvin -order to work. After 6
months, a cost of living wage tncrease put her over

. the thréshold fér child care support, however, it did
~ not provide enough to cover the child care éxpenses

for her 4-year-old son, Robert. Robinsan was only

keep her child care—by accepting a demotion.?

e Sue de la Cruz, a low-income mother in San.
Mateo County,’ California, cannot find better em- -

. permitted to refuse the salary increase-—and thereby :

ployment without more education, but cannot attend

the San Mateo Community College District “r

purposes,”* Sue de la Cruz and six other low-mcome
mothers filed suit in-Federal court. To earn a livifig
while the suit is pending, Sue had to take a low-

~ paying job in a glass factory and still does not have

regular care for her three children.®
These are familiar stories for women throughout
America, for women, of all races, ethnic groups, and

’ "WorkmdFamnlyLlfe.
¢ Dela Cruz v. Tormey, 582F2d4s 47(9thClr 1978)

s Ann Broadwell, attorney for plaintiffs in De la Cruz v. Tonney Legal

Aid Soerety of San' Mateo County Redwood Clty Calif,, telephone
interview, Nov. 15 1979 '

the local community college unless some sort . of -
child care facilities_are available in her area. When' '

fus[ed] to allow District funds to be used for these,

i
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mcreased Federal support of ‘child care. MaJor

levels of income. Because of th the need for chﬂd care,

*._women routinely drop out-of school or the labor
force or pass up opportumtles for advancement; -

- poor women are k r; women age disenfran- .
" chised from job opportumtles and benefits.

A few of these stories, hke Cheryl Petska’s or Sue
de la Cruz’s, ‘make’ headhnes, their individual child -
~care problems become miatters of public concern for. .

a week, a month, as long as the local paper carries
. ‘the story; or as long as'the story has an unusual’ tWISt
to it. But most of the stories do not make h, es.
_They are sxmply the stuff of women’s hves,

ed M

. 'women’s groups, such. as the National Organization -
- “for Women, have repeatedly made child care part of
xtherr platform % Over and .over again, national

'surveys have identified child care as ong of the most .

crucral unresolved needs facmg both” unemployed
and " employed women.® Prestigious panels‘ con-
cerned with.the well-being of children, such as the.
National Academy of Sciences Committe€ on Child

] Development”and the Carnegie Council on. Chil-
.- dren, have called for Federal support of alternative
. forms of chrld care, so that parents who work out of’

- by, ‘women at al] levels of educational background,

and rarely shared by men: A “successful” Radcliffe
_graduate tells of having to bypass “top- executlve

pos:tlons -for which she was qualified because -
“most employers provide [no] facilities for child -

_ care, much less infant care or breaks to nurse your’

“child or even. part-time, ﬂex-tlme or shared-jobs.” A -

- welfare recipient in Chicago tells the U.S. Commis-

sioivon Civil Rights that she has been unable to take

any job, even though there are many advertised
. equally for then and for women in the local .paper.
"“The main problem” is that - ,

‘ you got chrldren to take care “of. And a man

does not have that hangmg around his neck. -

. problem much- less a

" You have to be superwoman in arder to get the -

same job that the man would very easily fall

into because he doesn’t have to worry about the -

 children going to the doctor; he doesn’t have to
worry about the chﬂdren getting srck.’

Only rarely, as~ in the 1980~ movie Kramer v.
Kramer. is child care displayed as a man’s problem,
-and then it is ‘clearly one- that takes its toll ‘on

" employment opportunity. When. -arranging child.

. care and doct6r’s appointments appear to make him
less “committed” to the advernsmg agency he
works for, Ted Kramesjis fired.

As a matter of public policy, the extent to which'
the need for child care ¢constitutes a barrier to équal = . ' _
" that families have made satisfictory child care .

opportumty for women has received relatively-little
attentlon, ‘even though many” _people_have .urged
e’

¢ Kathy Sreedhar, “My lz;l'e as a Slngle Paredt, Radcl iffe . Quanzrly
December-1979, p. 20.

. Kathi testimony, Hearing Before the United States Commission

Gunlogson,
onChdR:ghnClnuxo 1L, June 17-19, 1974, vol. 1, p. 16.

* See, for example, Nationsl Organization for Women, NOW Resolution

130, 1970 (National NOW Action Center, 425 13th St N.W., Site 1048,
Washington, D.C. 20004), p. 23.

v Nmonal Commxsnon on: Workmg Women, National Survey of Working .

Women: Percep Prosp (Washington, D.C.: Nationa!
Manpower lnsutute. 1979). p- l (bereafter cited as Nationdl Survey of .

Working Women) ; Jane Whitbread, “Who s Takmg Care of the Cluldren?" w - Federal Support)..

Family Circle, Feb. 20, 1979, p. 88. -
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necessity or preference are not forced to put their

- youngonesatnsl:.u s ‘-

Still, the need for chrld care has rarely been
explicitly and\systemétlca.lly related tg women’s
equal opportumty National debate and research
,about child carehas been far more concerned with
the effect. on chﬂdren of their mothers working

outsidé the home than it has béen with the.effect of .

the lack of child mre\,\or of inadequate child care, on*
women and their, famrhes Because the .number of
»_mothers in pald employment keeps increasing, it is.’
often “assumed ‘tha chﬂd care i§ not ‘much -of a
ier to equal opportumt}
During the last 25. ‘years, e rise in the number of °
‘mothers working outside the\home, especially moth-

ers of young children, has*been dramatic. As the

Congresslonal Budget Office repons

. In'1950, just’ over one-ﬁfth of the mothers wrth
- children under 18 yeafs of & age were in the labor
~ - force; by 1978, over half were. .
~ . proportional increases in labor force pam’mpa-
tion have occurred among mothers with chil-
"+ dren under 6 y old. Between 1950 and 1978,
the participatiofiite of mothers with children
only between 6 ;
‘percent, while the rate among mothers' with
_chrldren under 6 more than tripled (from 14
percent in 1950 to 4 percent in l9ﬁ) 12

The fact that mothers are working does not mean

arrangements. Most mothers, lrke most _women and

Ry Advxsory Commxtwe on Child Development, Toward a National Policy
/or'Cbednm and- Families (Wnshxngton D.C.: National Academy of-
Sciences, 1976), pp. 4-5.

1 Kenneth Keniston and the Cameg:e Councnl on Chlldren AII Our
Cluldrm. The American Fanuly Under Pressure (New York® Harcourt Bruee
Jovanovich, 1978), p. 7%.and pessim. = °

s U.S., Congress, Congressional’ Budget Oﬂ'nee Children and Preschool:
Options for Federal Support (1978) P-4 (hereafter cxted as Options for

7

d 17 years old increased. 82

.
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most men, work outside the home because .of
- .economic necessity.. Aocqrdmg to the U.S. Depart :
. ment of Labor, “Nearly two-thirds of all women i -’
- the labor force in I978 were single, wxdowed,
" divorced, ‘or separated, or had husbands ‘whose
" ‘earnings were less than $10,000.”** In ‘more and
‘more two-parent families, two incomes are neces-
" ‘sary. for economic viability. ““It: is frequently the.
mfeseamngsthhtmxseafamﬂyoutofpoverty In
* husband-wife families in 1978, 6.1 percent were poor
when the wife did not work, 27 when she was in' the

laborforce.”“ S

-Several recent analyses mdwate “that large num-g.'

. bers ‘of employed mothers do not report having

- adequate—or, in many cases, ° ‘any—child care ar-
rangements#® Sandra L.- Hofferth "of” the - Urban
Institute has esnmated ‘that in 1915 32,000 pre- .
-schodlers were ‘caring for themselves.1¢ Aecordfng :
to Senator "Alan Cranston, Chairman of the Senate: -
- .Subcommzttee on Child and Human’ Devslopment,- :
‘“Cengus data tells us that at least 2 million' school-
age: chtldren between the ages of 7 and 13 are srmply-’
-left alone w1thout any supervision.”*” '

Results of a' 1978 national survey of workmg

women conducted by the National Commission on
.- Working Women indicate that 29 percent of\those.

mothers in clerical, serv:ce, sales, factory, or \plant

L jobs—i.e., in the types of jobs held by some 80
_ percent of all women in -the Umted States—\—clte
 child care as a “major problem”; among prof

al, managerial, and technical womén the' figure was

even lngher, 36 percent.“ When Family. C le -

o magazme did a- similar Survey, also. in 1978, it
; found 'mdespread problems, including . madequhte,
.. "care for infants, toddlers, young schoolage chlldren,"

- and children who are sick.*®

: Among single mothers—who are more likely to. ,
- be in the labor force than married- mothers®—the

1on-

problem of, arranging satisfactory care-is especially
great. Accordmg to Dorothy Burlage, a clinical and

. research psychologist who has. studxed them exten-"
_ sively: . )

Workers™ (1978), p. 1.
1 Tbid.. p. 3.

.. National Survey of Working Women.pp 1, 6-Wh:tbread,“WhosTnhng'_
. .; Caire of the Children?” pp. 88, 92, 102, 103 i

% Sapdra Hoff®th{ “The Implications for Child Care;” in quen in the

. Labor Force in 1990, -ed. Ralph Smith (Wulnngton: DC.: The Urban
. Institute, 1979), p. 99, table 15, - -
17 125 Cong. Rec. S-77 (daily ed. Jan. J 5, 1979) (rcmarksofSen Cnnston)

#  National Survey of Working Women, p.6, chart.”
# Whitbread, “Who's Taking Care of the Childrea?” pp. 88, 92;.102, 103,

- » EhubcthWaldman. Allyson Sherm Grossman, Howard Mayghc and

[N
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Separated and d1vorced mothers -are under .

. pressure: to. take the ﬁrstjob they can get and
““worry -about child care atringements-later.

unlikely to have a-financial cushion,. . .they

‘Because separated and divorced mothers are

cannot afford to risk losing their 3obs This

" economic insecurity . becomes. an * additional

" source of stess and"an¥iety. as they are tryingfo
* . .patch together.child c¢are arrangemerits, take . -

care of qlnldren‘when they are ill, attend their
 children’s performiances at school, and meet
‘their “Other mothering obhgz;nons. ‘They are’
. hkely to work full-time t6 work-whatever
5 gchedule is necessary togravide enough income
or.the famlly This m that they have lit§le -
ﬂexiblhty in adjusting’their employment situa-
non to meet the -needs of children®. *

¢

In sum, whatever thetr mantal status, substanttal—_~
: -numbers of women are enmiployed in spite of, not

'because of, their child eare‘arrangements.

g data from a variety of sources; diseussed
- the follqwing pages, indicate that lack of child care, - _

4 or inadequate child' care, prevents women from

- Twhat extent thén; d6 child care;problems act as , .
ﬁr;strmnt on equal opportunity. fori womﬁ

L.

-"-partlmpatmg in ‘the labor force, prevents them from—

" partxcrpatmg in federally supported education and
" training programs, reduces the. amounit of time they

can devote to employment or education, ‘makes them

" unable to take advantage of job. promotions ‘or-

tra.lnmg necessary for advancement, and conﬂlcts
with their abthty to, perf@m thelr work. e

..

Lack of child care of mndequate child care prevents '
uvomen from takmg paid jobs. Sonte argue that the |

-“a¥ailabi]ity of. employment is overwhelmingly

more 1mportant”” in determ;mng labor force partic- '~
. ipation than the availabjlity of chxld care. Howeéver, .

the pattern .of women’s partlclpatlon in' the’ labor _

force ‘and the results of 2 number of studies durmg—

" the last decade® suggest that a substantial number of

‘women, especially-minority womer, are prevented

 from taking paid work b@cause of unavatlable or

madequa.techlldcar AR

- Statistics,” Mon1{ Labor Review, October 1979, p. 46." NG

15 U.S., Department of Labor, Womens Burelu. “20 Facts on quen.- . Bcverly L. Johnson. “Workmg Mothers in the l970s. A LOOk at the *

".® Dorothy Burlage, “Divorced .and Separated Mothers: Combmlng the_—~

Relponmblhtze: of Breodwmnmg and Ch:ldrean_ng (Ph.D dns. l-hrvard
- Uhiversity, l978),tnnneogmphed. ppr295-96." -

= Suzanne Woolsey “Pied Piper_Politics and the Chlld-Care Debate,”__

.« .-Daedalus, vol. 106, n0. 2 (1977), p. 138.
. .3 E.g., Options for Federal Support, p. 47; Harrict B Preuerand Wendy . |

* ' Baldwin, "Childcare as a Constraint on Employment: Prevalence, Corre-
Jates and Bearing on the Work and Fertility Nexus, American Journal of
Socwlogy fonheonnng, P.. l .

. .
- . T -



"Eyen though overall participatidh in the labor

" force i§ increasing steadily, there are still striking _

differences’ among subgroups of women. Women -~
without children are most hkely to be in the labor

- force.» Mothers with children age 6 or over, for:

whom the Nation ’s public schools provide a regular
type of care for approximately 6 hours. per day, are
valmostt\mce.ashkelytobemthe\laborforcegs
* mothers- with preschoolers; for whom there is no

such regularly avmlable ‘arrangement.? Ind’eed .

mothers with young . children are the group of
women least likely to be in the 1abor fo '

" As the Congressional Budget notes, rela-’
tively few studies have sought to determine the
-extent to which the lack of day care. inhibits
women'’s labor force participationr:>” Most have been

- “based on hypothetical situations, asking " mothers
how they would behave if a certain-type of child
care were provided; and, accordmg to Joseph Pleck,
director of the Family and Work Program at. the
Welles]ey College Center for Research on ' Women,
tes have sometimes varied consrderably, de-

g upon methodology.** Moreover, most stud- - .

* ies have igno'red the double bind situations that face

many women; they cannot afford child care unless

* they have a job, but they eannot get a job unless

" they have child care.®. ) :

: Nevertheless, a number of studxes “suggest that

.appronmately one of every five or six unemployed

' women is unemployed because she is unable to make

. satisfactory. child care arrangements. ' A _national

_-survey of sources of vanatron sin labor . market
behavror in‘1971 ‘asked women who were not in the

i labor force if they would be willing to seek employ-
.ment if they could place their chrldren in free day .

. card_ centers.®, Seventeen percent of - the white
. mothers and 50 percent of the black mothers with

children under 6 responded positively.» Harriet B.

-Eraser’ of the University of Maryland and Wendy
- Baldwin of:the Center.far Population Research at™
-the National Institute for: ‘Child" Health and DeveIOp-_-

M ————
. ""Rnthm:th."l‘heMowanenzoﬁWomuxmthebborForec in The
Subdle’ Rooluz"on. ed. R:plvunth (thmgton. D.C.: Urban Insnmte, .

1979), p. 8.
. % Ibid., p. 11; figure 2.
“® Ibid. _(icompihuonofunpnbluhedhbuhnonsfromUS Dcpamneuz-

of- Labor,’ Buruuorl.s‘borSumMarehlwsCurremPopuhuon i

Survey).

¥ Options for Federal Suppon.p 45:.

* Joseph “Pleck, program director ,for Fm‘ty and Work, interview,
WeﬂakyCollegeCenterforRaarchonWomen.Wdluley MmDea
19, 1979.-

o LucheAbbet.“Wcll.leedtheMToday mﬁeDayCanBook'

’ edVlchBratban(NeWYorL Random, l974),p 20.

»
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ment, ina hterature rcvrew, citea panel study by the

Institute for Social Research at the University of-
- Michigan which found that} percent of unem-
ployed mothers with children Mfider 12 believed that
child care arrangements were not available at all if
" they wanted to take -jobs.3? Moreover, a 1977
Westinghouse L&.rnmg Corporation study of unem-
ployed women with family income under $8, 000 and
at least one child under 9, found that 18 percent’
~ were not employed because they could not make or
afford satisfactory child care arrangements.> Press-

er’s and Baldwin’s own analysis, based on census. o

data from June 1977, yrelds similar results

many more mothers with chr]dren less than five

years of age would be workmg or working |

/ more -hoys if suitable child care were “avail-
able. . .close to one out of five mothers with ~
. preschool age children who are not in the labor-
. force say. they would be- lookmg for work (or
,.’employed) if suitable ¢ care were avail-
able. f.
-need of employment who are most likely to
_zeport that the ‘unavailability of satisfactory

child care at reasonable cost affects their labor -

force participation: the young mother~(18-23),

the unmarried mother, the ‘black mother, the
" non-high school gra‘duate, and those with famr
lymcomesoflessthan$5000“ -

- Lack of child care or madequate chrld care keeps

"“women in part-time jobs, most often with low pay and

little career mobility. Twenty-three percent of the
adult women in the U.S. labor force e1ther worked

part time or

/

P

it is generafly women who aré most in )

L .

Were looking for part-ume ‘work in

*~1977, ‘compared’ with -7 percent of adult men¥ .

Various stud®s show that a major rmhy

‘women are overreptesented in part-time work is that

they are combining child care responsibilities with
_]obs.xn the paid labor market. For some women this .
is undoubtedly a choxce for others it is a constramt

‘National staistics, collected and tabujated for-the
Bureau of Labor Statistics by the’ Bureau of the -

Census, show that a larger perc;ntage of . rhothers

®, Richard L. Shortlidge; The Hyporlmml Labor Market deon.se of Black
.and" White Women to a National ngmm of*Free Day Care Centers (Ohio

State’ University, Center‘for- Human Résources Relarch, Augus! 1977) as

. .cited in'Options for Fedml Suppon.. X 47.
»Ibid. .
= Presserand Baldwin, ChxldcnreasaConsmmz on Employment. p. 1

- Report and Basic Analysis (report presented to the Office of Economic
Opportunity, 1971), ne:tedermerandBaldwm.“Chﬂdenreasa
Constraint on Employment,” p. 1. :

3 Presser and Baldwin, “Chﬂdcnrealeonstmnz on Employmem. pp- 4,
56

» U.S., Office of the lﬁ'endent. Employmem and Tmmmg Reporr. p 17

{\' Lo

19

~

. '® Westinghouse Legrning Corporation, Day Clre Survey 1970: Summary e
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wrth young children-are employed part nme than are
" adult women in’ general Of the mothers wrth

" children under 18 in two-parent families who were
' employed during 1977, 38 percent held-.part- nme

- _]ObS (1 to 34 hours per week). Anather 27 percent of

’ smtable child care was avallable .

those mqthers were employed less than S0 weeks per
‘year, leaving only 35 percent employed?on a year-
round, ‘full-time basis. In two-pdrent families with
children under 6, only 25
paid employment held year-round, full-time Jobs”
Both small and large scale studies mdlcate that.

rcent of the mothers in

.women are constrained from increasing their hours- -

-of employment by the unavaﬂablhuy of .adequate -

" child ‘care. For example, an ' intensive study of
hmrted-mcome families with preschool children,

'directed by Laura Lein of thé _Wellesl®y College QOO

Center for Rmrch on Women, found that in most
cases child care was a major factor in determining

- women’s job optiops. s For many women, this meant.
" “working only during the hours. their husband was -

not at’ his job, so that he. could stay with. ‘the -
children.3® According to- Presser and Baldwin,

. “many more mothers thh children less than five

.working mrore hours if
.about one- out of

-years of age would be.

v+ four. part-ttme employed mothers mdlcate they

o

\

:\V

.

would work more hours. RS -

The economic cost of part-ume work to these
.women and -their families is great. Part-time jobs
‘tend to be. concentrated in low- skill, low-wage
occupauons without beneﬁts More than one-third
of part-time working women are in food service,

— - - LI

time workers do not receive fringe beneﬁts suth as
sick days, holldays, vacations, health .tnsurance, .
training programs, "and .pensions. These negative
features of part-time employment combine to create -
an isolated class of workers, predommantly women, -
who are cut off from: high wages; prestigious
occupations, benéfits, and career mobility.** :
Lack of child care or inadequate child care keeps
women in jobs for which they are overquahfied and
prevents ‘them from seeking or taking job promotions .
or the training necessary for advancement. Although -
no national- data .exist about this sxtuatron, several
studles in different parts of the country brmg
* evidence to bear on it. ) :
If a New York City area study of 100 black and
white full-time enfployed mothers withfat least
one child aged 5 or younger, Sheila Kamerman

" frequently found women taking jobs for which they
~ were overqualified because they couldn’t ‘make
_sattsfactory child care arrangements.* Lein’s Bos-

ton-area study found women taking unsatisfying jobs
due to child care and other family pressures.*® .~

" According to Dorothy Burlage, single mothers—'
most of whom do not receive child support—are ina
double bind when -it. Somes to advancement.*¢ To *
keep jobs. pr cmg even’ minimal income, they‘

" need child care; to upgrade their jobs,, they need"

retail, and private household'jobs.«. The wage rate -

of women on part-time schedules ist25 percent less
than that of women who work full-time. Smith
reports that m‘-May 1976 part-time women' workers
earned an average of $2.71 per hour compar

.average of $3 .59 per ‘hour for . fulltime 4 omeg

) workers.* 4 Some of the gap is attnbutabfle to lower ,

wage rates for part-ttme work m-the same occypa-.

tions and Some to different occupatlonal distribu-

—uons for the two groups’ of workers 42 Many part-

» Elizabeth Waldman and others, “Working Mothers in the 1970's: A
Look at the Statistics,” Monthly Labor Review. October 1979, p. 4.
-3 The Working Family Project, Final Report: Work and Family Life. Laura:

"' . Lein, principal investigator (Cambridge, Mass.: Center for the Study of

Public Policy. 1974), p. 136.
» Laura Lein, “Parental Evaluation of Child Care Altemauves. Urban

and Social Change Review. vol. 12 (1979). p. 12.

" 3 Presser and Ba!dwm Chlldeare as a Constraint on Employmcnt, pp

4-5.
% Ralph E. Smith, “The Effects of Hours Rigidity on the Labor Market "
Status of Women,” The Urban and Social Change Review. vol 11, nos. 1 and

. 29(1978). p. 44. -

T . -

toan E

additiomal child care 47 Burlage found sxngle mothers
refusing promouons and better paying jobs- and .
. being unable to attend school bécause they could net
find adequate evening child care. One woman, for -

emple, “worked as a bottle-washer lin-a "hospital "

for about a year and a half until she was finally able

“to arrange for her mother to take care of ‘her -

. childfen for ‘two weeks whilé ‘she took a refresher
course from a secretarial school. Aftei#he period of
retraining, she gotajobasa secretary. »s"For others

- who could not solve.the child caré.problem and who

* neéded the 1ncome from working; education was the |
first tth “to" go. Some single mothers reported.

_ “being late to school, missing classes, [and] having

difficulty compleung homework to the poxnt that

o Ibid, ©
 Ibid,

' -4 Robert Daski, “Area Wage Survey Test Focuses on Pan Timers,”

' MonrhlyLaborRewew April 1979, pp. 60-62,

« Sheila Kamerman, interview in New York City. Feb. 14, 1980. based

upon data to be published in Sheila Kamerman, Parenting in an Unresponsive -

Society (New York: The Free Press, forthcoming).

© Working Family Project, “Work and Family Life.” p. 136.
% Burlage, “Divorced and Separated Mothers,"” pp 262-63
¢ Ibid., p. 257, .

*’ Ibid., pp. 257-58.
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‘their grades suffered” others reported cuttmg thexr ‘.

school 1oad ‘to minimum or. dropping out.* ,
A 1978 survey of undergraduate .and graduate -

students at Portland State University in Oregon

found a similar pattern among women with children.

" Three-fourths of all parents-who had dropped out of |

school for a term or more indicated that the d
an average.of 1.7.terms each due ,toéflm::re’ -
problems; amopg parents who stayed in school, over
58 percent reported dissatisfaction with ‘child care,

arrangements, and one-third of that number would

be able to “mcrme their courseload an average of
3.6 credits per term if child care probIems were -

. Tesolved.”se. ,

Lack of shild. care orinadequate child care &.
conflit with-women’s ability to performr their mork.
‘Employed mothers are well aware of the difference

" that satisfactory child care arrangements can make -
in the way they dotheir jobs. In Family Circle’s 1978

" survey, some 70 percent said-that - “adequate ch1ld- '

"+ care helps their job performance.”s! ’

However, recent analyses of national survey data—
" by Pleck have shown that 23 percent of empleyed .

wives with children and 23 percent of employed .

.-female single parents who use a formal child care
arrangement find that their child care causes them to
be late to work or to miss work. By contrast, almost

no fathers in families’ usmg fom%al child care report-. i

ed the same problems §2
Among women who workon" assernbLylme _]ObS .

- . with heavy machmery, inadequate -child care may

el

'have a relationship to higher accident rates. Accord-
ing to Wendy. Cuthbertsorr, Titernational representa-
" tive_with thie United" Auto Workers in Toronto; .
““stress was presented’ as; a significant - factor in
lndustnal accidents, and worry about madequate

child care was presented as the single greagest cause .

of stress” by 40 female assembly lme wodcers ata

* Tbid.. p/260. ’
* Marcy Box, Chlldcare A Studenr Amtuds Suney A Needs Assessment )

(Portland, Ore.: Portland State University Office of lnsutuuonal ‘Research,
1979), p. 13, table 8, and pp. 15-16 and 21, .
t Whitbread, "Who's Taking Care of the Children?" p 102. - . .
52 Joseph H. Pleck, Graham Staines, and Linda Lang, “Work and Family
Life: First Reports on Work-Family Interference and Workers' Formial |
Child-Care Arrangements, from the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey™
(prepared for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Evaluation, N
and Research, U.S. Department of Labor, 1978), table 7.

2 Wendy ‘Cuthbertson, m:emauonal representative, United Au:o Workers, -

Toronto, Canada, telephone interview, Jan. 25, 1980.

% Percentages calculated from data in William Barnes, 'I'a.rget Groups,”
m National Commission for Manpower Policy, CETA: An Analysis of the
I:;w:. Spet:ul Report No 23 (Washington, D.C.: 1978), p. 79, table 4. .

2

‘referred-

2

1978 conference on;_ “Occupatlonal Health and
Workmg Women.”ss

Lack of child care or inadequate clnld care restricts
women’s participation in Federal employment ‘and °
tranmng programs. During the 19605 and 1970s,
women were underrepresented i in Federal employ-
ment programs. In 1977, for example, ‘women made .
up approximately 56 percent of the population
eligible for Comprehenswe Employment and Train-

_ing Act (CETA) programs, - but only about - 44

percent of the enrollees.® In'1978 women were only -
74 percent of the registrants “for the welfare-oriented
Work Incentive Program (WIN),** even though
- they represented 90 percent.of adult xecipients of
Aid
(AFDC) 56 ~

Various. factors, mclﬁdmg the unavaxlabrllty of
adequate child care, account for the relatively low

to. Families w1th Dependent . Ch1ldren'

level of female enrollment in these programs. Na-'

tional statistics prepared by’ the. Department o(
Health, Educatlon and/Welfare in 1970 showed that
about 10 percentfof AFDC. recipients were not "

and_ that 6 percent of those referred were turned
back for reasons -of unavailiable thild ca‘re *” Eight”
years ‘later, 'a supervisor of a WIN office still
identified the unmet need for Chlld care as perhaps’
the primary. reason why women were less hkely than

“men’to be assrgned to job training s

,Lack of child care or inadequate child care restricts
women from participating in féderally . supported

. :'educahon programs, Even though women conststute
© a majority of participants® in progranfs- -supported
_'under the Adult Education Act,® child care prob-

lems appear to be hmmng their ability to enter,and
to complete such programs. Women of prime ch1l-

‘drearing age (16 to 34) are about 52 percent of all

enrollees in that age group, while women 3_5 years of

= U S Department of Labor and Department of Health, Educauon and
Welfare, WIN: 1968-1978: A Report at 10 Years (1978), p. 20, table 2. '
% Ibid., p. 12

» U.S., Department of Heﬂlth Education, and Welfare, “Services to
AFDC Families” (July 1970), in U.S., Department of Labor and Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Report an the Work. Incermve
Program (1970), pp. 113-14, 180, table 10. - P
** U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Women—Still in Poverry (1979), p. 15,
# US., Department of Health, Education, and ‘Welfare, of the:
Assistant Secrotary for Education, National Center for Edudation Statis-
tics, Adult Basic and Secondary Education ‘Program .S'tan.\'n%JI Fiseal Yeor

1976 (1979). p. 19, table 4 (hereafter cited as Adult Basic and Secandary _

Education Statistics). " -

© % DUSCA. §§1201-1F (1978 and Supp. 1975).

Loa

IN. because of the ack of child caye =

——

0 .
>



-~

' ) R

-

- age: and gbove are about 61 pefcent of em'ollees m

‘the group.* .
‘Many participants have saJd the reason they left

the program before compleuon was becauise of child -

care. Data-from the Nauonal Center for Educauonal
Statistics show that during 1976, some 36 percent of

- enrollees withdrew before finishing, and 4 percent of

-

* Estimiites of day care need have raugé'd from one .

extreme to the other over the past 10 years. Some

~ advocates of federally supported child care have

claimeéd that all preschool children not in alreensed

" center-or family day care home, perhaps as fany as
7 million, need care. "'Oppon nts of Federal support -
- point to the increasing number of employed mothers -

these—some 22,957 mdnvrduals—-cxted the unavail- -
' ahlllty of child care as the chief reason.®. :

Chﬂdcarelsalsoacrucralbamertothepartlcrpa-
‘tion of women in programs supported by the
Vocauonal “Education Act.* Enrollment data for

1970 -reveal .that women were preporuonately un-

»derrepresented in. postswondary and adult pro-
-grams; ie:;, they were:not. undertaking advanced

training or preparation for._jobs as often as men.*
~Accordmg to Pamela Roby of the Department of

) Sociology at the University of Califgrnia’s Santa

Cruz campus, “the absence of adequate child.care
' facilities makes it difficult for women to enroll!m any
advanced ‘education offering, and even more diffi-

cult for those women with- hmlted finances. ves In . '
. testimony submitted to the House of Representauves
at hearings on the 1976 amendments, Marilyn Steele,

program officer of the Charles Stewart Mott Foun--

“education must provide child care services to in-
crease the partlcrpauon -of women and to allow them»
to complete their job training.*¢

It is clear that the unavailability ,Qf adequate clnld .

carg, restricts equal’ opporfunity for womeh in a

. "'va;lety of 'ways. Given all of these constraints, it is
 reasonable to ask how extensive the current need for |

-child care is, how it is expected o change over the
1980s, and what amunts and types of child care are
needed to increase women’s opportumues =
© Compiled from data in Adult Ba.nc and Secondary Educanon ngmm

Statistics, p. 19, table 4.
@ Ibid., ppt 30-31, table 10. -

e-20US.C. §§2301-12. 2330-34, 2350~56, 2370, 2380, 2390—92. 2401, 2402 -

(1976).
'« U1.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee on Elementary, Swondary

Vocational Education, Sex Discriminaflon and Sex Stereotyping in Pocution.
 "al Education, S4th Cong., Ist sess. (1975), p. 286, table 8 (Appendix—

“Women in Vocationsl Education,”. by Marilyn Stecle) (hereafter
cited as Sex Discrimination dnd Sex Stemryplng in Vocational'Education).
@ Pamela. Roby, “Vocational Education,™ in Women in the US. Labor

. Force, ed. Anne Foote Cahn (New York: Pracger, 1979), p. 214.

& Sex Discrimination: and Sex Stereotyping in Vocatwnal Education, p. 24
(statement of Marilyn Steelc).

" U.S., Department of Health; Education, and Welfare, Officé of Assistant

for Plapning and Eval The Challenge of Child Day Care
“Needs and Improved Federal and State Approaches 10 Day Care Siandard

SarinxandEnfomemznt. by Lela B. Costin and others, consultants to the

Child Welfare Lesgue of America (Washington, D.C.: March 1977).
.# B. Bruce-Bri
Interest, no. 49 (F-ll 197D, pp 90-91.

.

**Child Care:" the Fiscal Tune Bomb,” The Public

and say that most families make .arrangements on
the‘ir own and no national subsrdy is needed.®

The need for child care is difficult to predict with'
any preclsxon because it is not a standardlzed

. product. The extent and type of out-of-home care

that parents need will depend; at any one point in

: tlme, on the av:ulablhty of relatives, on the ages and .
" “number of. their children,-on'the types. of work

- schedules that they are able to negotiate, and on the

‘price they are able to pay. Moreover, the United °
- States does-not have-any method for the regular
- collection of data about child care need at ‘the- local
level;“although groups in several commumues are -
: trying to establish such a procedure.® =

According to HEW’s National' Day Care’ Study,

. ‘carried out by Abt Associates, “in 1978 almost 52 .

“percent of the country’s- 24.4 million- families with

‘with. young ‘children.

-children under 13 have a work-related need for some -
~ form of day care. """ Throughout ¢ the 1980s that need
dation in Flint, Michigan, ‘argued ‘that vocatmnal v

should continue 'to increase. Accogding to recent ’
data from the Urban Institute, by 1 there will be -
11 million more women in the labor force, many.
“In .1977 there” were an.:
_ estimated  17.1 million . preschool- children in the
United States, of whom 6.4 million (37 percent) had’

" working mothers. By 1990 there will be 23.3 million

" number of these ¢
.. most .likely to use day care outside the home—"

vt

‘preschool childrer, 10.4 million (about 44 percent)
with working mothefs.””* Mareover, an increasing
ren will be.from the families

® A national listing is avaxhblc from Northern California’ Raource and

.Referral Network, 320 Judah St., San Francisco, Calif. 94122

™ Abt Associates, Children at the. Center: Summary Findings :and Their

Implications, vol.’], prepared for the Dny Care Division, Administration for
Children, Youlh: and Families, Office of Human Dcvclopmcm Services,
U.s. D:panment of Health, Educnu , and Welfm (Cambndge. Mass.:
Abt Associates, 1979), p. 2 (here-ner <ited as Children at the Center). The

= ﬁgura are computed from data in Optidns for Federal Support. p. 46, table

14; and statistics for March 1978-of the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau
of Labor Statistics, in MaritaNgnd Fam:ly Chamctmmcs of the Labor Force,

" July 1978, USDL 78-638.
. 7 Hofferth, “The Implications for Child Care,” pp 98-99, table 15

author took her figures from A.S. Grossman, “Almost Half of All @ﬂ;i!
‘Have Mothers in the Labor Force,” Monthly Labor Review, Junc 1977, pp.

- " Al-44; 'A.S. Grossman, “Children of Working Mothers,” Monthly Labor

Review, January 1978, pp 30-33; and U.S., Department. of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census, Projections of the Population of the United States:

1977-2050, Current Population Reports, series P-25, no. 704 (July 1977).

.
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smgle-parent fatnxltes and ‘small famthes, ie, those

without. an adolescent to help care for preschool-r

~ 5 .5

As norms about emplo)ed mothers continge ‘o

change, and with inflation, more women will proba-

bly seek to work. outside the home -when their

.+ children are younger—in many cases under 2 and in -
‘some cases ;just a few “weeks old. Already the

demand for infant care appears to be.far outpacing

" the sup ‘of available centers or. fgmtly day care

liomes.™ In San Francisco, for example, the Child.

. care Switchboard tutns away. about half of the 250

parents who call'each month for mfant care ¢ In '

. cities such as Wrcluta, Kansas, or W, gton, DC,

centers that ‘will. take infants or tc dlers bave long

, wamng'hsts even.before they open k: SR ‘

To say thére is an enormous. need 1s not to say
there is a need for one particular of child care.

. Most families use a mixture or “package” of arrange-
ments, combinmg care by ‘parenbs or by school with
* one other regular nonparental arrangement, inclad-

* 'ing day care centers and nursery schools, licensed
‘and unlicensed family day care-providers, babys:t-

' ters, relatives, and -other informal arrangements ve

* . Snch ‘packages are often dtfﬂcult and stressful to
~ construct and can.come apart easily. Parents pu
 them togethb\hoth because of: 3.k lack of affordable -

alternauves an¥l. because they. put a' prémium on
chooging‘care that reflects. thejr values and beliefs- .

, about chxldrearmg 77 Meeting future child care needs
:Tequires ‘an expansion of the- -options available“to -
.parents, enablmg them to combme work or educa-
tion more adequately with care for thexr chtldren at
-home or out of the home. o 1

The diversity of arrangements’ needed to increase

. equal opportunity for women mcludes the follow—

ing: . ” .. )

At-Home Care: Currently, most chﬁl cdre is done

by parents, older siblings, or another person i the-

- child’s home; thxs is especially true for chrldren

 “Job Trends Spur Need for Infant Day Care Centers,” Washmglon Poit,

.. Dec.3l1979. - ] ) :

" M . o . . . - -
Ny _ < .

™ Maiy Jo -Bane and others, “Childcare Arrangements of Workmg

Pafents,” Monsh]y Labor Review. October 1979, p. 52. "

™ Laura Lein, “Parental Evaluation, of Child Care Alternauves. Urban

and Social Change Review. vol. 12, no. 1(1979), pp. 12-14.

™ Bane ind others, “Childcare Arrangements of [ Working Parents,” p. 52.

™ U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, The Appmpqa- )

teness of the Federal Interagency Day Care Wiremend' Report of Findings

and Recommendations (1978). as cited in Kristen Moore and Sandra

HofTerth, “Women and Their Children,” m The Subtle leuuon. pp. 132-%
33, . .

I

- - .
-
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under 3.7 Even as the number of women workmg

. * Presserand Baldwin, “Cluld Carel.nCormrunt on Employment p 7 a

e -
: outside -the-home i incredses’ over the next' decade,
many will want to continue to have most child-care,

* especially of infants, done"at home by themselves,
thexr spouses, Or near relatives. To make. this child--
“care need compatible with thé goal of equal oppor-:
t'umty, flexible and- part-time work optiofis. for |
-women and men will be needed in 4 much broader
range and level of Jjobs thar are currently available.
Group Day Care: Despite the popular image of,
.working mothers leaving their children in day care’ .
centers, in which’ youngsters spend 8 to 10 hours per
day, only 10-15 percent of American famthes edr- -

~ rently uS¢ sueh arrangements.™ (If part-day nursery, .

school care is-included, thé number of those using °
group day care is hrgher“’) Full-day ‘Center care is
primarily .used by two population. groups: poor, - .

. usuaHy smgle-parent families,.. eligible for -public, .

subsidy, and upper- mlddl.e-class,.two-parent families, " -
who tend to use private programs.s*Use of day-care -
centers -has approximately doubled . over. the: last
decade; in 1978 thére were approxtmately 18,300 -

.licensed day care -centers in the Unitéd States: s
* serving -apout. 900,000 shildren:** Center programs . ™

are mcreasmgly in demang, especially for preschool:
ers.’ One recent study mdrcates that “ﬁnshttrtxonalxzed
cfuld care arrapgements are, associated with the
loweet report of constraint from" employment,”“ and
Faszy Circle’s 1978 survey reveals that more faml
lies would use center caretf ‘it were’ avaxlable at an
" affordablé price.™ L oo
FamlyDayCare.Careofachrldmthehomeofa o
nonrelative is an especially flexible artangement for E
. the. care of mfants and toddlers or™of preschoolers
‘who' are in.a’ half-ﬂay nursery ‘school program..
Accordmg to Presser and Baldwin, after group day O i

“v.

* . care, family day care is the type least associated with

constraints on _parental employment “‘Accordmg to
Hofferth, the - 1980s are llkely to witness a simulta-

" neots- decline. in_ the number of family day care *

- Mosre and Hon'eﬂ.l; “Womenmd the:rChxldren p. 134. . o,
" -W. Rhodes and John C. Moare, National Childcare Cansumer

. Study: 1975 prepared for the-Office of Child Development, U.S. Depi;t .

ment of Health, Educaiion, and Welfare (Washington, -D.C.} Unco, Inc.,
1975), vol. 1, p. IV-29, table IV-23 Oplwm')bl‘ Fedeml Support, pp. 15 18-
19, table 7.°

e C' Coelen, F. Glantz, and-D. Calore, Da)‘\Care Centers in the U.S.: A

~National Profile 19761977, vol. Il of The FIMI‘,Repon of the National Day
" Care Study (Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Assocutel.\lws). as citeg in Abt

Associatey, Children at the Center, . p- 3.
4 Presser and Baldwin, “Child Care as a Comtram\on Employmem p7 -/

and.table 2. The authors™ conclusions are based uport analysis of dnta from *
- U.S? Bureau of the Census, Current }’opulauon Survey, June 1977,/ v e
* Whitbread, “Who's Taking Care of the Children,” pi102, 4 :
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"In 1 5 there were an 5nmated 95, 000'hccnseﬂ

..« " .« family day care homies. However, ‘there may be ?

y-.as 950,000 Jicepsed “and unlicensed -
faml,ly ¥ ‘care homes. An estimated 1 million
Jmore homes (nonrelauvc and’ relanvc-opcrated)

willbe n ed by 1990“ R
‘Before ind \After School’ Cae:” Entry . of- their *
*children into public schoot fias tegded.to be a

: watershed for
L wmted ‘until th - ‘¢hildren arc in" school, . Whlch.
_—pmwds chxld care for a s:gmﬁcant part-of the day,

.» before they . seek &r return to paid. ‘employment. -

. “Ifdeed, the public school system, through its Tegular
-, * " school program, is’ ‘th largest single suppher of’child
- wé for cmploycd ents? While the labor, force -
: paruelpanon of ‘mothers of_ preschool; children is

' approxxmatcly‘38 perc 1,5 for mothers of - schoo- :

. lage children 1t is-over- 50 pcrccnt and rising.**
How ver, | normal schoo -hours. are not sufficient 10
the child care need of maaym?orkmg mothers, .
ially if they work
..+ hefore and(after school ‘care do¢s not appearto-be
% adequaté’ to'the demand in'most parts of the country.

Evening Chxld Care: When parcms must work late .
. shifts, or when they.can only attend school at night

. Jbecause they must work durmg the? ‘day, some form

‘ \. of evening’ child cdre is necessary. Many parents in.
these "situations- prefer family care, xwhiile .otheps .

7. & -prefer some form of reliable center cate. Althqugh-~ -

‘there are ng~ nénonal figures ‘on thesamount of

. evening care bemg provided or needled, réports from “*

' % cl;n}d care information and referral servxcgs such as
San Francisco’s Childcare watchboardm ate that

' .' g suchcarexsmdcmand" <
" . .  Campus Child Care: vacn t‘he unavaxlablhty of

. 'adequate child care in their-own ncxghporhoods,
~:many women can only cnroll

—ee .
* Hofferth, “The lmphcauons f5r -Child Ca

estimates are based upon stadgyics: in U.

Education snd Welfare, Childrén’ Served. bb*n
Voluntary Child Welfare Agencies gnd Institutions, March.’l975 (19 )
»" Ralph Smith, “The Mgvement 'of Women into the Labor ForceX'in The .
Subile Rewoliiion. p. 11. Tigare 2. The author'y dsta are based upop U.S.

¢ Department ‘of Labor,.Buresu of Labor Statistics, ’ unpubluhcd tabulytions .

po v from the Masch 1978 Current Population Survey. -

M - S,,,)I‘)t;panmcm of Labor. Office; of the Secrcury‘ Womcn s Burkau,
- CommSnity Solutions fg‘CluldCare c¢Danodman(l979) P32

\ et ~.

time, and the’supply. of

cderally K pportcd :

. \ - N
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et .. -
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. based or supported child care. So far, however, "
schools and colleges have had minimal involvement*

(since many wxll be seeking othcr forms of  education programs 1f there fs somc form of campus- \

- “vin the support of*child care for students. Accordmg.;:_ .
" to a report published by the Departmento{ Labor in.

1977, only 132 of ‘1, 200 2-year and techmcal'schools N

and colregs surveyed by the Centcr for Women's

Opportumms at.the American Asomanon of Com- -
munjty. and Junior Coﬂeg& had en-campus - child

cj.rc facilities.® Accordmg'to the same study, the
National Council on pus Child ‘Care lists ohly

‘7§& 4-yea: msi?hniotl‘s that operate thld care pro-

| grams.”

- Inadditign to thcss types of cluld care, one of thc
greatst ‘national seeds appears to be for information .
. that will help parents to find appropriate child care.

Apeun'lmg to Edward *Ziglér, former. director of )

" HEW's Office-.of Child Development,”™ 2 major--

. .problem with day care is the lack of centralized

- informiation to help, parents locate existing day.care -
scrvws”"'nglcrs analysis is shared by those who *;
" advocaté and those who oppose Federal support for-

" child cdre and is underscored: bi a national survey
~which found that parents wanted government funds
allocatcd, aboue all, to a “refcrral system where
parents cquld ‘get mformanon about streened *and
qualxﬁcd geoplc and agencies. “to prowdc Chlld
carc " Xo

"Even if the total nauonal ncc,d r child care
cannot be defined with precision, it Qppears clcar-
that dlffcrcnt types of care are neéeded. ththcr
women will be able to enter the labor force or to
seck training and cducanon on an equal footing with
“men will depend, to a great extent, on the types of

‘care that are available, including those provided or °
fostered by the Federal Government. The next: thrcc_ )
chapters look at how well current Federal policies

and programs regarding Chlld care are rcspondmg to .
the Federal goal. of equal . portunity for women.

. » Merle L;wrcncc San ‘ancxsco Child Sw;tchboard San Francisco,

Calif., telephone interview, Apr. 30, 1980.

» US. Dgpanmcntof Labor’ Communl!ySolumn.r for ¢ Cluld Carr p-32. ~

wbid. .
» Edward 'nglcr and Suun Hunsmgcr “Bringing Up Day
American Pxychological Association Monitor. vol8 no. 43 (1997).p. 9.
% Rhodes and Moore, Nati ! Childcare Co
-

e

15

Study: 1975, vol 11"

- L
é



" Federal Chijd Care Programs. and Policies s
-o ‘ ‘ ‘ : . ; > .

: ‘e

* In the 1960s Federalnvolvement in day care.once
again increased,-with programs-targeted primarily at _

* the low-income populgtion and intended -either to
meet the needs of disadvantaged children or to
reduce the welfare rolls by enabling welfare-parents
to work dr-to train for work. As with other Federal
social welfare, programs, the amount of government
investment has increased substantially since the early -
1960s. According tq ‘the Congressiona! ‘Research
Service, the Department of Health, Education, and’
Welfare estimated that combified Federal, State, and | \

“Although the establishment of day care services in

the United States began' in the 1830s, the first
- signjficant Federal invdlvement did not occur until a
Century later. In 1933t the height of the Depres-

‘. sion,. Works Progress dministration (WPA)funds *
.. were used to provide jobs for inemployed women,
.and some men, in WPA' day nurseries. Four years
' later 1,900 programs, serving some 40,000 childrén,

been estab oo .
. pm-ing iﬁd World War, Federal support- ,
- of work- day care increased. Funding from
' k‘iﬁwnc"m” -&’f’@ﬂ"j‘ﬁﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁi&“m\ < local spending on child care in 1965 was $12:3
- day care programs so that woment could take jobs in mil'lion;.,_‘l;y. 1977 dxrect and indirect Federal spend-
support of the war effort. During the 1940s some §75  ing—without State or local figures .~-rﬁ3°d—-was
million in Lanham Act and related funding provided approximately $2.7 billion.* N
care for approximately 600,000 children, thereby. ~ There is no single Federal child chre program; -

enabling their parents to work.? Although many
women clearly wanted to stay .in the labor Jorce
after the war, the withdrawal of Lanham Act funds

instead, there is an assortment of programs with ay .~

variety of goals that can be used for child care
purposes. Of the Federal Government’s direct ex-

R A

. combined with’ government-supported preferential
\ hiring practices for men made that virtually impossi-
ble. “After the end of the conflict, the number of

. penditures for child care, more than 90 percents is. %o
. provided -'ih;ough ‘six programs targeted for lows * 7

- women workers receded - radically frofn the war's*" - . - - ..
peak c/if 19.5'million to about 15.5 million workers, ' L o,
' the same fiumber as before the war.™  \ -~ - S , SR ,

* Optiony for Federal Support, p. 3. See also Children at the Center, p, 5, and
Stcinfels, Who's Minding the Chiidren?  pp. 66-67. I
¢ Kimberly Hatsway, "Did Rosie the Riveter Give Up Her Job?: Women
- War Workers Diring and Afier World War 11" in New Research on
Wdmen & Sex Roles. ed. Dorothy McGuigan {Ann Arbor, Mich.: Center
- for Comitinuing Education of Women, Univeriity bf Michigan, 1976), p. 99.

. 4US.. Congres, Librry of Congreia, “Child Care: The Federal Role,”
Children? (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1973), pp. ‘66-67. The -, . Péepared by Margaret Malone, imue ‘bricf no. 1B 77034 (1979), p. |
'Congressional Budget hereafier identificd s CBO, .. . \; (hareafter cited as “Child Care: The Fedéral Rok™). .

* 42US.C.4§1521-24, 1531-35, 1341-52, xsex-a,-xsn-n\am) L. e Opdm:/oermlSump.Zg. . o
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income t'annhee' Trtle XX of the Social Ser:unty. )
Act)? Head -Start,* the ‘Child Care Food Service .

Progra:n“ Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) 10 the Work Incentive’ Program (WIN) u
aid Title I of the Elementary- and ’Second..ry
‘Education Act (ESEA).}* Almost all of the Federal
Government's indirect subsrdy of child dare js~
provided throu,

care ‘expenses, used mamly by ‘middle- and-upper-"

income families.’
The Federal Government supports a wide range
of activities related to child care, including direct -

and, indirect subsrdy .of day care programs, direct .

and. indirect subsidy ‘of anqllary food and health -
services, research, and training. Acting in a regulato- _
ry capacity, the Federal Government also specifies

the criteria (for space, stafi-child gmo, etc.) which

day care providers fnust. meet in order to receive
Federal subsrdy 1 Selected for presentation here are
those pr d poheles with the greatest overall
effect, either because of the total number of people

areas: those related to- social' services (Title XX,

AFDC) those related to education and child devel- -

opment’ (Head Start, Education for the" i-"
capped, Titles I, 111, and VIII of ESEA), and

related ;to taxes. The Work Incentive Program
(WIN) .is discussed separately in the next chapter

because it is the largest Federal program specifically

‘meant to prov:de jobs or trauung to. welfare depen-

" dents.
¢

- Social Servuces Programs O

" Title XX of the Social Securlty Act "
The largest single Federal progrant in- dlrec;

 support O child care is the Title XX social: servrces(_.
program,” created .under Publrc Law 93-647, ‘the.

Social Services Amendments of *l974 and imple-
mented January 4, 1975.5%

Title XX provides approxrmately $2. 7 brllron“ per

year for State socigl servrce' agencres to provrde or

- 742U S.C. §§1397-1397f (Supp. 1979)

+ 42 U.S.C.A. §§2921-2923, 2928-2928n (Supp. 1979).

+ 7 C.F.R. Part 226 (1979).. See National School Lunch Acx 42 -U.SCA
© §§1752-1769c (1978 and Supp. 1979). . B

w 42 U.S.C.A. §5601-611 (1978 and supp 1979). .

" 42 U.S.C. §5630-644 (1976). .

1 20.S.C.A. §§2701-7854 (Supp. l979)

v Options for Federal Support. pp. 23 and 27, table 10. The l‘ 1gures akgbased
upon estimates by the Congrcsnoml Budgct Office and lhg Treasury

Department.
1 44 Fed. Reg. 34754—34781 - <

.. - —

gﬁ a tax credit for work-related child

. aﬂ"ected or total dollars spent.- Federal child care.
pohcres and programs are divided into three broad

q

- - . . ~
- . .« © e . - - -
v . - . -

purchase services that w11l, among other tlungs.
enable Tow- and mpderate—mcome families- to

aclueve or maintain ecoromic sélf-support ¢o pre-
vent,_
-eral GOVernment makes these funds available on a 75
_“percent” matching _basis, : with the- remaining -25.
‘ percent contributed by the ‘State or by local public
-’ or private sources.!® In fiscal year 1977 a.pproxlmate-

uge, or eliminate ‘dependency.”” The Fed-

ly:$800 million of the 52'7 billion, was spenr on chrld .

eare services.'®
* Under Title XX, 50 pereent of 'expenditures must. .
bc for 'services to mdrvrdnals in welfare-related

categones—AFDC retipients, SSI recipients, medi~

id eligibles, or other categorically linked, low-
_ mcome individuals. The remaining 50. percent must,
be for ind

lished by 'the State, and may include those in famllres

whoseqneoﬁe.does not exceed 115 percent of the -’
3e “State Tédian family income adjusted for -

appro
family siz owever, some feg must “be charged if
the State prov:desservr family whose income
excéeds 80-percent of -the State median; States are
allowed to charge fees to famlhes with even lower
income.® . o ' v

According 1o the Congressronal ‘Budget Office,v '

, HEW estimated that appronmately 800,000 children -
each year receive dgy care serviges’ with Title: XX
assistance, though the ‘Congressianal Budget Office
suggests that “this estimate may prove to be substan-
tially lower ‘Lhan what a.etually occurs.™ "

 Title XX and Equal Opportunlty for WOmen :

-

iduals who meet income criteria estab- -

Title XX has, among its goals, to assrstgndrvrduals N
and families in “1. Achieving or maintaining eco-

nomic self-support to prevent,_ reduce, or eliminate
. -dependency; 2. achieving or maintaining self-suffi-

sgency, including reduction or, prevention of depen- .

‘dency.”” However, Federal - eligibility policies,

_"- along with State decisions to prioritize their limited
funds based on income rather than on need to work,

restrict the ability of women either to achieve or to
maintain economic self-sufficiency. The -effect of
these policies on families" t‘hat need to maantaxn

"eT'ulc XX is codified at 42 US.CA. §§l397-l397f($upp 1979)
. Options for Federal Support. pp. 23, 27.
» 42 US.C.A. §1397(}) (Supp. J979).

1 Options for Federal Support, p 27.n. 1.
1 Ibid., pp. 24-26, tables 9 and 27. The figures ate l’rom the Depnnmcms of. -

- P

_ the Treasury and of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Congrcsslonll

Budget Office.
» 32 US.CiA §139 )3)-(6) (Supp 1979).
» Options for Feggral Support, p. 28. K o
n 42 U.S.C.A. §1397 (Supp.1979). : :
o _ 5
5 ¢
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cmployment and earn moderatc income is apecmlly

'_neganvc <o

. Title. XX eligibility criﬁeria tend to restrict women
to low-incoine jobs, thereby acting as a disincentive to
equal - opportunity. The enactmest of Title XX
marked a:major step by.the Federal Government to

o weakén'. the : link between welfare and federally

—.suppUFfeddaywe—Thestatuteallows(burdmot
. _require) States to subsidize the full cost of day care,

. ;j'_

4
/

Title XX thus helps women move toward self-
sufﬁcxency but makes them xnchgiﬁ]c for child care -

~ subsidies before they have achieved it, According to
" a report from the General. Accountmg Office, “A
" sudden cut-off of day care assistance cncouraga a’
—family - tcrreduce m—earmngs to remain chg:blc for |
-day care.”% 4. - ~

7 for low-income families and, by using. shdmg-fce
scala, a decreasing part of the cost of day care for
families as their earnings rise to 115 percent;of the

State median.® In- principle, thcn, Title XX could -

prov:dc an: -incentive " for xndxv:duals to increase

“earnings and gradually'i increase the amount they pay -

" for child care unti} thcn' income reaches 115 -percent

-+.0f the Stdte medisn: Accordmg to Wheelock Col-

" lege Professor Gwen Morgan, an expert on child
care and.social policy, “The assumption here is that
at 115 percent, people can pay the full cost of child

care. Below 115 percent of the median; few families -
can afford to pay more than 10 percent of total

. incomé for child care.”

Moredvcr, according to a review .of all 1979 State
" Title XX plans, only seven States (California, Maine,
ansota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Oregon,

-"and Pennsylvania) set Title XX cligibility at 115

pcrccnt.’ls Most States set the maximum eligibility

.- .level at or below 80 percent;> for example, in New

"Mexico it was 70 _percent; Alabama, 55 percent;

. Hawaii, 51 percent; Nevada, 50 percent; and Rhode .

 Island, 424 percent. In 1979 many States were also

- in the process of lowering maximum eligibility levels

for day care and gther services»
The Title XX-policy of most States mults in a

precxpxtous withdrawal of all day care subsndy at the-
: pomt where a woman’s earnings place her family

income over the State’s maximum eligibility point.» -

"Because: that pomt is' well below 115 percent of -

mediah income in most States, employed mothers

~ are rarely able to assume the full cost of child care.

= Id. 51397-(:)(6)(.\)
- ™ Gwen

64-63
"M-.

” Ibld..pp M(Ahbum). 15 (Hawaii, chnda,mdkhodckhnd).md‘O‘
eligibility

(NcwMenco)."!uﬁgmaprovndedmthelenmthemal

standards.wlnchmyvarymspec:ﬁccasamSmathatanowexcepnom

forcamnmpaofpamﬂawmforample.meﬁg’bibtyn&
developmental

: pa’ccntofmednnmeomefotchﬂdrenwbomqm

dulblﬁtympmvndeduaoomponentofbulmmpponm

18 R .

Just how soon thc cutoff point comes for any
woman depends on the Stite i ip which she lives..In

New Mexico, for example, where the cutoff point - )
- was 70 percent of the State’s median income in 1979,

a single mother ,w:th two children became ineligible
for any day caré subsidy once she was earning
$7,380. ‘In Alabama, where the cutoff was 55
percent, she would have lost the day care subsidy
once she earned $5 '{39 and in' Rhode Island, wh

the cutoff was 42:4-percent, she would have lost it

-once her income exceeded $4,899. In Maine, by

contrast, where eligibility continued up to 115 .
percent of the Statemedmn income, she would-have

" maintained partxaLsubszdy until she was ea:mng over . .

$11,283.:

.Consider, for example, the hypotheucal situation
of Mary Smith, a single mother who, with a
combination of loans and scholarships, is enrolled in
a New Mexico programthatxstrmmng her -
become an electronics technician. While .she is in
training, and earning virtually nothing, Smith’s two
children are subsidized by Title XX to attend a day
care center near her home. However;, when Smith
graduates, she obtains a Job paying $7,500, which is
just over that State’s maximum chglblhty level for a
family of three.** Because Smith is no longer eligible,
she immediately has to pay.the full cost of.care for
her ‘daughter, which is more than $3,000 at the

" center the child has been attending for 2 years.

Smith cannot remain employed without day care
and does not want to remove her child from a

" programin which she has formed important attach-
ments. However, she cannot aﬂ'ord_ this day care, L

» lbld..Pp-Vl.9 10,66, °
* U.S.,, General Accounting Office, Oppormumafnrﬂslvwlmndn

Administration of Day CanSenkerReponbytlnGencmlAmWOﬂkz -

HRD78-81 (1978).

. ™ Ibid., p. 25 ’ .
“CompmedfromﬁxmforSmemedmmcomaforafamﬂyoffour ‘-

(adjustedforafamilyofthrec).wwbedbyolomxilmu.s.
Departmeny of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of the Assistant
SeauaryofﬂnmgmdﬁvﬂmemrylmmSmcdxﬁbﬂny
cutoff figures were taken from HEW, TedwlculNora.pp.M(Ahbama).lS
(Rbodehland)rW(Mamc).:nddO(Nemeco). -
.M_ -

._l.
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.. - sacrifices 2 years of training and the Nation loses her-
productivity. She hopes to return to work as ag |

AN
2

- - " g
suhe . L R A

o 3,

she can afford.

Fnoedwnhthtsdtlemma.Smthcansettlefornn'

unneeeptable child care nmngmt. goon AFDC,
or take a lower paying job. Ilrtlm case she chooses
to work, ‘applying for a clerical position with the
same company. In so doing, she is able to keep her
daughter in the same day care program, but she

electronics technician in 3 years when her daughter -
. umﬁrstgrade;atthatpomt.shewrllundoubtedly

need further training.

< Smith is only able to maintain continuous care for
her daughter by discontinuing her own career.
Other families whose incomes rise over the State

cutoff point may have no choice but to move 'their . -
. children from one program to another, thereby -

interrupting the continuity of care that is mpomnt :

for child development. - -

. To reduce this effect, eight. States (California,
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New
. Hampshire, Oregon, and Pennsylvania) implemented

sliding-fee scales up to the maximum federally

pernntted cutoff point of- 115 percent. of .State
median income, which allow ‘families to increase
xnoomegndnally without losing child care.’ Parental

‘payments for day care increase by small amourits as

" income rises, and as parental payments iicrease, the

-amount of Title XX dollars decreases.®
Currently, Title XX legislation requires shdmg-fee
scales,if States change either mandatory or discre-

: t:onaryfees, but. does not require States to set day

- care. eligibility at 115 percent of median income.*

- ® Phoebe

Without a federally mandated policy enabling wom-
entoeonunuetomcreaseearmngs up to 115 percent
of State median income without a loss of child care,
‘the effect of Titl® XX on women’s eqnal opportumty
varies considerably from State to State.” "

" por can sheﬁnd nsmtnble alternnte u‘nngement that . used by the Commumty Coordmated Child Care of .

Central. Florida (4C program) appears to have had
dramatic results on employment opportunities®* for
women. Accordmg to Phoebe Carpenter adminis-

_ trator of ther program

ly off welfare, where they were earning zero
income, and move into minimum wage jobs as
_hotel - maids, restaurant help, bank tel- -

.lers. . .And we've enabled many others to °
‘move into training’ programs for nursing and -

Wehave‘enahledmany_womenxo.getcomplete- .

.~ ‘officé .and management jobs. Once they’re in -~

. those jobs:they’re able to pay the full cost of

-care themselves. Without our sliding fee scale,
" " they'd have to be current welfare recipients to
Ny gethelpwrthehnldcate"

A 1979 study by the Umvers:ty of Central
Florida’s College of Business Administration reports
that the availability of child care on & sliding-fee
scale basis resulted in almost a 50 percent reduction
in welfare rectplency for those families, a 122

- percent tmprovement in employment, and a marked
rise in family income, with the largest increases -
- going to families whose children stayed in the 4C .

program for more than 2 years. Moreover, the
higher income was largely related to protnotlons~
(29.2 percent), better paying- Jobs (20.8 percent), or

"more skills -(11.1 percent) for women; only 9.7
percent of pay gains multed from increases in f
- husband’s incomes.®” :

*In busband-wife families, Title XX elizlbility crite-

'rlanctundidneentivetowim employmenteven

It should be noted, however, that in some States )

where welfare benefits are very Jaw “and jobs

plentiful,’ shdmg-fee scales can help maintain conti- -

nuity of ,womens employment even when the Title
XX cutoff point is low..In Orlando,

. Flonﬂa. for.example, where eligibility cutoff is 55

percent of State median income, the shdmg scale

"Adeuilednhn-ryofenchSwe:feeaehed‘nlemybefmdeEW

** Technical Notes. pp. 50-61

» 2US.CA. 51397:(:)(6)(A)(Snpp. 1979). -
administrator. Community Coordmnted Child Cnre

Carpenter;
ofCauanlazdn.Orhndth..tdepbonemmrvw Jan. 24, 1980.
- - @

4‘»\
A

whenoneineomewmnotsupportthefnmﬂy “The
majority of families using Title XX are headed by
single mothers for whom the sudden cutoff acts as a
disincentive to- advancement. In husband-wife fami-
lies, the cutoff typ:enlly acts as a disincentive not

* only to advancement, but to wives, employment.

~ Consider the hypothetical case of an Ghio couple

_wnh two children, ages 2 and‘4. Working as a
hdspital orderly, the father earns $8,500 per year,

which is not enough for the family to live on. By
taking on minimum-wage clerical work at a local
bank, the mother could boost -total famxly income to

e A

“m DphmA.HmAnWAwbwofChlldCcnSuppoﬁmLaw-

Lmnw)lozlna:(omndo.!-‘ln. ConepeomeeuAdmmmnon.Umva
myofCenmlFlonda.Mmthp.'l : :

»



: approxumtely 514, 545 before paymg out necessary
. child Cire expenses.® Since full-time center care for
. two children may cost approxxmately $6,000 a year

'~ in many States, the mather’s earnings will not really

“help the family unless child care is partially subsi-
~dized by Title XX. In Ohio, however, where the
Title XX cutoff is 80 percent of State median

encourage parental choice rieans that the types of
child -care available to. low-income families may be
restricted. Such restrictions vary from State to State
Acoordmg to Gwen Morgan '

- Where the State has primarily contracted for
fnmily'—day—care,—a—low-income—mother—may.

-+ income, a family of four can only receive child care.

subsidy if its total income is below $14,012.»
For this family, like many families that depend on
two workers Just to achieve a moderate income, the
- choices are not very encouraging. On the one hand,

. the. mother can only go to work if the family has .'

child care that it can afford; on the other hand, the
family can only maintain eligibility for Title XX

.chxldcarexfsheeamslssthanSSOOOorxfsh\e':

separates from her husband.

By restricting parental-choice of child care, Title
XXcontracﬂngprooeduranetasabarriertoeqml
. ‘opportunity. In making decisions about employment,

most parents place great emphasis on the type. of

child care that is available; as Laura Leis’s research
‘suggests, parefits’ decisions "are based on various

factors, including-the age of-the chdd and personal

.values.® |
However, ‘as the Congressional Budget Ofﬁce
notes, “the Title XX program places substantial

restrictions on the choices.of participating moth-
. ers.” Each State ent of social services
contracts with a number of child care

- programs to provide Title XX day care, and parents'

. can- use .only those programs. However, unless
> positions are available in a contracted program,
eligible mothers simply cannot enter the program.

- According to a statement ‘prepared fom :
'j ‘chusetts Employment and Economic A jon .
_by the Child Care- Resource Centér in Cambndge, '

Massachusetts, “For Title XX eligible. parents the
- situation is particularly grim. Day care centers with
Title XX contracts do not have openings on their
contracts at'the time the parent needs them.”*.

- Even if 'I’itleXXprograms do have openmgs, the’
lack of any Federal mandate for the States to

'Compmedbynhngmmnnumwmemwperbom)xﬁ.shouupcr .

o week x 52 weeks per
'Nﬁmformedmmmewankmfmﬁgmﬁmhedbyﬁbm

“Kilgore, U.S. Depnrunau of Health, Education, and Welfare; Office of the

Assistant Secretary of mmmgmdsvﬂmlmmlmmm
. eligibility figure was taken from HEW, Technical Notes, p. 12.
- ~ % Laura Lein, “Parental Evaluation ‘of Child Care Alternatives,” Urban
i andSoaalCllargeRakvvoLlZ.no.l(lm).pp.ll-l&

Opaom chmlSuppon. :
& Care Resource Center, L Cambndae. Mass, “memorandum  to
MmchmemEmploymentdeoonochdmmmuon.lm pL
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want to place her four-year-old in a’ day care
center—much as middle class parents want to-
send their children to nursery school; however,
she may only be able to take advamtage of the -
~ Title XX subsidy if she is willing to place- he
child in family day care. Conversely, in States
. where Title XX contracts are primarily with

day care centers, low-income parents may not

.be ableto choosc famﬂy day care at all.+

Although restriction ‘of parental choice is a com-
mon feature of Title XX day care, it is not inherent

. in Federal Title X2 policy, and it appears that it
- «could be changed. In Massachusetts, for example,

according to Professor Morgan, “Several Title XX
contracts have been developed with day care ‘sys-
tems’ that prowde cither family day care or group
-day care; parents can choose either one, depending
on their preferences and the needs of the child.
Similar mechanisms have been established in Madi- .
son, Wisconsin and Wichita, Kansas.”% In Orlando,
Florida, the Community Cocrdinated Child Care of . _
"Central Florida “takes the position that child care
-assistance must help low ‘income families do what
they wish for their children, giving them information
‘and- freedom of choice.”™* This program enables

“parents to choose from.virtually any .child care

program ‘that has been licensed by the county. .
'Another way of increasing parental choice would )

be to use Title XX dollars to provide child care -
-information_and referral servicés to the general

population. However, a national study of child care
information and referral prepared for the .Ford
Foundation and the U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare indicates that “planning for .
_and implementation of I&R [Information and Refer-
ral] under Title XX has not focused on day care. ne

"Gmeorgan.pmfenorofchddaremdmnlpohcy Wheelock

Gﬁkmﬂmﬂm.mlcpmmm Feb. 2,1980. - o

4 Ibid.
- ChaldCareMChaldDenlopmmhogmmlPﬂ’mp.su(mmemor :
Phoebe Carpenter):
“JoeephO'}hnmdotbeﬂ_._MrtConmmASmd;ofChddCan ’
Informarion and Referral Services. Phase 1 Results A National Profile of - .
ChﬂdCanInfomaaoudeej‘enuiSem(CambndgeMm American
lnsmuteforRmrchmtheBehavnord 980), p. 3. :

/.
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ankof'emdntemneeofeﬂortclameinthe

leglalaﬂonaddingnewdaywemoneyto'nﬂexx :

" has, when. combined with inflition, produced a net
-redncﬂonlntheaveﬂabﬂityofelreedyinsnﬂldent
TitleXXdeyuremloes.IniW6leglslauonwas

to provide additional funds for States to

: upgrade day care standards to comply with Federal

Jines allow for support of two-parent famxhes 1!!

which the father is unemployed or partially em-

ployed" " -
The goal ofAFDC isto encourage

-the care of dependent chxldren in their own'
homes or in-the care of relatives. . .and to help

- AFDC Work

Interagency Day'CareReqmrements (FIDCR)*"and
to employ welfare recipients in. child care jobs.*
However, in the absence of a maintenance of effort -

- clause, which would have protected existing levels -
,of day care expendlture, States appear to have

. simply substituted new money for old. Aocordmg to -

. a 1978 report by the Urbanlnstltute

" " Although the actual use of these funds has not
" been determined, prehmmary data indicate that
20 States, representing nearly three-fifths of the

. nation’s social services program, may not have .

used the majority of- those: funds in “ways -
apparently intended by the legislation. In these
states, P.L. 94-401. funds were substituted for .
funds previously allocated for child care. This
supplantation .freed funds for use (in other

program areas, often resulting in little or no
~ provision in fiscal year 1977 and about 145,000

actual expansron of day care serv:ces.“

" With little change in' the level of expendltures,
inflation has eaten into the level of servxces prov1ded
'wrth the same money under Title XX :

Exponse Allowance, Tltle JV-A
- of the Social Security Act

Aid to Families with Depender{t Children'

{AFDC);* established under ‘the Social Security -

"'~ “Act, makes cash payments to support the welfare of -
low-income families with children. States determine -

the assistance payment levels, and the Federal

Government pays at least'50 percent of each State’s
.| costs
". AFDC grew mmally out of “State 1

islation

providing mothers’ pensions mtended to help wid-

_ows ‘rear children until they were old enough to .

work™? and *so historically applied to- fatherless
families. Today in only 27 States do AFDC gmde-

< 45C.FR. §71(1979).

. * Pub.giL. 94401, §3(b).90mt.1216(l976).

"« Bill Denton, Tracy Field, and Rhona MﬂlerSodalSavice:Fed«nl
Lqislan‘on vs State Implementation (Wuhmgton. D.C. Urbm Institute, .
. 1978), p. 60. )
* 42 U.S.C.A. §§601- 11(197!:nd$upp.l979). .
"AeomplexformuhforeompmxamounumbunedwtheSute:u
set forth in id, §603. In practice, it works out that the Federal share is at
le-nsopemen(.US..Congren.LitmryorConm“Andtanmlu
with Dependent Children: Structural Change,” prepared by Vee Burke,
: moebnefno.m74013(l979).p l(hetelﬁercnedu“Aldtothibawuh
Dependent Children™). . .

sqch—parents—or—mlauves—to_attmn_or_remn_
capability for the maximgmself-support and

- personal independence consistent with the
maintenance of contmmng parental tare and
protecuon . .}‘ _ .

‘When AFDC recipients are employed, their beneﬁts .

are reduced according to a formula based on their
eamed income and work-related expenses.* -
AFDCassxstsmtwowaysthhtbechﬂd&
expenses of parents who are in paid employment and
who are not recexvmg Title XX day care servites., .
First, child care is a work-reIated expense. The
- AFDC work expense allowance reqmres States, in
computing an applicant’s income to determine eligi- -
~ bility, to deduct from earned income the cost of .-
-child care necessary to maintain employment.“
Approxxmately $84 million was spent under this

- children were served.®” Second, once eligibility is
determined, the AFDC “income disregard” formula,
. allowing AFDC recipients to deduct the first $30 of
monthly earned income plus one-third of the remain-

" ing income, includes the payments for child care

,while recipients are employed.* The income disre- -
gard formula refers to an amount of income, adjust--
ed for famtly size, that the Federal Government
excludes from the calculanon of earmngs of mdmd-

~ Its purpose is to encourage employment. Under both
of these forms of subsidy, unlike Title XX, the child

‘ carepurchasedbyparentseanbeofanytype. : ,.'

' AFDC and Equal-Opportunity for Women

. The AFPC program is a. product of t.radmonal
1deas abodt the role of women as mothers who are
supposed to stay home and take care of children.
- The historical background of AFDC has significant-
"ShexllemmmdAlfredKnhn,FamllyPolkrGomnmraud

Families in Fourteen (New York: Columbia Press, 1978).p.«7
» "AndtanmheethhDepeadeutChildren. P i.

_ 42 U.S.C. §601 (1976). .
. »_Jd., §602()X(7) (Supp. 1979).

“ Jd
o OpdomfoeremlSappon.p.JO.Aeootdmzwthnnndy theeenmate
wusuppbedbytheDepmmentofHe-lth.Edmdeclfue.

“ 42US.CA. 9602(:)(8)(A)(‘u’) (Supp. 1979).




ly determmed preaent polrcy, whrch has'not adapted '
sufﬁerently to meet the changing profiles of klb.‘-v.

. Education and Child Development

income families and of women ~wishing to enter-
" work force. Both the child care provisions and

eligibility criteria for AFDC limit equal 6pportumty 4

for women in several ways.

Although the achievement of economic self-sufﬁ- V

%

situations, work-related expenses increase with m- L

Creased employment by both parents

Programs . . .
- The Federal Government subsrdrzes a number of

educational programs which, though not necessarily -

"ctency is a basic goal of the AFDC program, there
are disincentives to the employment of recipients

. that afe built into the payment structure. The AFDC .
day' care allowance (along .with the $30 and’ 173

- formula) does not fully take -into. account the
economic realities for women: To pay for day care.
- at market price is often costly. If a woman’s
increased ‘earnings jeopardize much-needed financial
support in the form of eligibiliity for medicaid or

* other Federal programs, she may choose not to earn-

more. Ineﬂ'ectAFDC,hkeTrtle)D(,eanactasa

. disincentive to increased earnings.
Consider, for example, the hypothetical case of a
_ single mother with one child who ‘works at an
unskilled job and makes $433 a month gross pay and

assume that she is eligible for. $260 a month from -

welfare. A total of $164—$30 plus 1/3 -of the

remainder of her gross work.income—is disregarded- -

- asa work incentive. After deductmg work-related
expenses——taxes and social security ($108), transpor-
tation ($22), and child care costs ($130)—$9 remains.
Deducung the $9 from her welfare check and
adding in the $164 income disregard brings her net
montbly income from welfare and her job'to $415.

,While $415 is decidedly an’ xmprovement over the .
3260 she would" get from, welfare were she not to -
_-gwork, it will ‘stili -be inadequate - -given sprralmg
- inflation.. However, should this woman decide to -

seek” trammg for a slightly better Job she :might
Jeopardxze her eligibility for welfare, losing substan-
" tial benefits (medicaid; child care subsrdy, transpor-
| tation to and from work, etc.). -

A similar disincentive to increased earmngs oper
ates in two-parent families, where loss of medicaid

‘and other benefits- discourages the homemaker par- 4
ent from seelnng outsrde employment. In such -

" ® L2USCA umx-n.ms-m(supp. rm .
© ® 20USCA. §§2701-2854 (Supp. 1979).
a Jd, $§2941-3062 (Supp. 1979). - -
® Id, §§3221-61 (Supp. 1979).. - °
* " Id., §§3281-95 (Supp. 1979).-

. ® QUSCA. $§2921-23, 2928-2928n (Supp 1979)
® 45 C.F.R §1305.4 and .5 (1979).
.7 42 US.C.A. §29285(4) (Supp.-1979).
®' Options for Federal Support, p.28.TheCon:resuonnl meomce

: : 22

' spectalneeds“TheF

. .,,-mnryorConm“cmdc.remFedaﬂnok."pz,
o " ;™ Sheils B.'Kamerman and Alfred J. Kahn, Social Services in the United
e 12, $§1401-21461 (lmnndSupp.lm ] 4 - R o im;:-?a{madhngmm(?hﬂnddphmTanpleUmmtmelﬂG).‘
.. ™ Brbara Bates, Head Start Evaluation Unit, Administration for Children, -~
Youth.mdFlmxhc.U.S.DepartmmtofHell!h.Ednauon.deelfnre.v
lettertoJamuA.Levme.Apr l7 l980;ealculatedfromprognm'

-4.(.“

designed for day care, can sometimes be used to help %

in- that respect, much as parents use ‘the public

‘'schools as a form of child care in order to work. The
major Federal child development ‘and educatlon

- programs’ that can serve this purpose are Head’
Start;®® Titles L IIL*! VIL# and VIII® of the -
- Elementary and Secondary Education Act; and the - .-
* Education for all Handrcapped Children Act.“ s

Head Start ... e

)

Launched in 1965 as part of the “war on poverty,” ' .
Head Start is 4 comprehensive preschool program -

services.** Ninety percent of the children it serves

" are from families thh low income; 10 percent of
‘Head ‘Start slots are_%eserved for. children wjth
eral Government prov;des ‘

‘80 percent of the costs of operating Head Start

-programs and local administering agencies (public of

pnvate) provide the remaining 20 pércent.*” Accord-
Start . -

In that

ing to the Congressional Budget Office, H
served 349,000 children in fiscal year 1977.
same year, according to the Congressronal Research

. Service,: Federal expenditures for the program to-
:taled .$473 million, a- ‘figure_that CRS expected to-

increase' steadily and reach $735 million in 1980.e

- Most Head Start programs operate on a school-
year calendar, with hours slightly  longer than .
" traditional nursery school hours,” approximately 9
am. to 12:30 pm. In 1974, however, 120,000

children (of a total 380,000) weze attending full-day

" Head Start programs at'a Federal cost of $123

million of ‘a total Head Start xpenditure of $400
million).” In 1978-79 about 21.

'”'obtamed!hxsesumatefrdmﬂﬁ\V'sAdnnnmuononChﬂdren,Youth.

and Families. , .
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‘that also offers medical, nutritional, and social -

percent of full year.
- Head Start grantees were qperating full-day_pro-
grams." Full-day Head Start can mean anythmg :



2 - child care needs_: of_worktng_parents

..~ in the home due-to employment, illness, or

above 6 hours, whereas full day m Title XX usually
means 8-12houms.. . .- .
_Head Start and Equal Opportunlty for 2
‘Women™ _
Thongh it includes a mgmﬁcant number of full-v
" day programs, Head Start was not designed to meet. |
_a 1972

o .
. ...‘.

. ﬁcnts." thtle research as: ‘been done to show

fistically ‘the distribution .of jobs- ‘held. by Head
Start parents, although some parents. have been ‘able>
-to work themselves up the career ladder to posmons
. as teachier, component dtrector, >or program dxrec-
tor"'Accorchng to Gwen Morgan L

.".

dxrectlve to local Head Start admmxstrators explams '

the - appropnate duration of an educational .

enrichment program for preschool children is

no more than six hours per. day. Beyond this *
period,. it is desirable for a child to.return to his -
-own family unless there is no suitable caretaker-

other reasons. Only in such cases may the basic.
. Head Start. program be supple- mented’ to
: provrde ﬁtlldaycareforthechtld LA

The effect of Head - Start on edueatronal and-
employment opportunmes for women iS unclear. A

- 1977 collecuon of abstracts of Head Start research—

" done since 1969- noted that “No studies addressed -

" the ‘question of how many. mothers entered the "

-~ work-force as a result. of having Head Start available
. 10 them.”” Although the Head Start parent involve-

ment component. includes providing educational -

- opportunities' for economic advancement,-its.-empha-

sis is on mpmwngparenungsklﬂs.Accordmgto a
. “National: Survey' of Head Start Graduates and -

" Their Peers” conducted by Abt Associates and

- .pt':rsonally

reported in “What Head Start Means to Families,”
although ‘95, percent of parents “eathusiastically
endorse Head Start ;as having been helpful to them '
.only 8% of the 647 parents respond- .

" . ing in'this study reported that Head Start had helped -

them to find jobs, and anly 9% thatHeadStarthad_
helped thein acquire education”™ -.:

~ “Perhaps the clearest effect on women’s employ-
'ment opportunities has beer the program’s hiring of

" . mothers of enrolled children. In 1978, 25 percent of .

_Head Start’s full-day paid staff wefe Head Start
mfomnnonrepon preptredbmeonal Institute for Advaneed

- Studies, Feb. 29, 1980-

"US..DepartmemorHedth,Edue-non.andWeu‘are.OfﬁeeorChﬂd
Development, Transmittal Nouee 7.6, Aug. 21, 1972 (mompanymg

. DCD Notice N-30-336~1-00).

"MJoMmmmmmmmumAkmome&m'
Research Since 1969 and Annotated BIblnogmphy. HEW pnbbeauon no.

- (OHDS) 78-31102 (1977), p- 43.

Dcpartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, omceofﬂumn'
Administration for Children, Youth, and Families,

,Wharﬂmd&aanwFamhabyAnnO’Kede(lMp 21.

‘™ Barbara Bates, Head Start Evaluation Unit, Administration for Children,
"Youth, and Families,"U.S. Departrent of Health, Education, and Welfare, .
letter to James Levine, Apr. 17, 1580; calculated from program information
repondatlpreparedbytheNauonal Institute for Advanced Studus. Feb.
.29, 1980.

-
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. Eligibility zmdelmes for Head Start offer Iittle'-*

_income limit,
kS no;uncome-r

- »Us., DepartmeutofHellth. Edueauon,andWelfare.Admmxstmuonfor
" Children, Youthi, and Families, Transmittal Nonee1'N-803(l980) -
. ® 4SC.E,R §1305.4 (1979).

* the enrollment year with respect to which such eligibility determination

" Since most Jobs in Head ‘Start begin at e:ttreme-

. ly low salaries, the Head Startprogramcanbe .
used as a support for that employmerit.- How- .
ever, if parents. work themselves up the; caréer’ .

. fadder, they arge seldom able to continue to use™ :
Head Start for child care purposes unless theu-'- -
wage$ remam low.™: e

incentive for ‘parents-to increase . earnings. ‘Head"

. Start is targeted predommantly for' families below ™
‘the poverty level (at least 90" percent of the partlcx- .

- pating children must be from these families), severe- .
_ ly restricting its ‘availability to many whose incomes:
are even slightly above. the cutoff point.™ In 1980 -
the federally defined poverty level for a nonfarm =
family of four-living in the continental United States

 i5 $7,450 income per year.™ A family of four with an

income of $7,000 is not eligible unless there is a
. serious need..or the 10 percent nonincome-related
‘category has space.<A family whose income makes -
its.child-eligible for Head Start can keep the child in
the program “even if its eafnings rise above - the = .
thé child can be included in this -
category.® (The fact that the
percentage is"limited to, 10 percent means that few
such. parents can. increase their earmngs.) However, ot
ifa woman does become “over income” while :
“child is muprogram no other siblmg w) uld be.. .
ehgtble for enrollment.* _' L J- -

Elementary and Secondary Edueatlon ct
. Several titles*? of the Elementary and Secon T
Education' Act make allowances either ex_phcrtly r -
* Barbara Bates, telephone interview, Apr. 25, 1980. '
7 Gwen Morgan, profestor of child -development and social poli

WheeloekCollege.Boston.Mm.tdephonemterwew Dec. 11, 1980:
<™ 45 C.F.R. §1305.2(b)X1) and (2).

 See 45 C.F.R. §1305.6(b) (1979) (“lfl child hu been fo
is participsting in 8 Headstart program, he or she remains cligible

was made and the immediate succeeding enrollment year™).
= Title 1, codified at 20 U.S.C.A. §§2701-2854; Title III, codified at id..
§§2941-6062, lnd Title VIH codified at id., §§3281-95(Snpp‘ 1979)




. implicitly for.prov

ion of day care m conJunctlon
with othier educational programs. -

" Enacted in 1 5 and' amended- in 1978 Tltle 1
. (Financial ; ce to Meet Special- Educational '
Needs of Children) prov:des financial assistance to
school systems to: “expand and improve ‘their

'--v—edumonal:programs*byﬁranous-means—('mcludmg

P
N

= This utle allows fundmg.of early childhood ana'-'
.~ frombirthtoage 3~ - "

for

© s Id; S2T34().

; "JOU-S.C.A.WI(:)(
Lo w Jd, §2971(c)(2) snd (3
) Mark: Blasey. U:S.

preschool programs) which-cBatribute particalarly
to meeting the special educational needs of educa-
tronally deprived children.”s

Although the amount of Federal ard is based
'pnmarily upon” the sumber of children. from’ low- -

‘income familxes,“ all edueatmnally deprived chil- -

:dren ~may receive: compensatory education. -The
legmlauon does not- mafte specnﬁc reference to day
-care. as an" :ehg:ble actw:ty nor does it enoourage

" wiich ‘use; but if 4 Jocal ieduchtional agericy oomphes .

with. prescribed conditions, it “may use funds re-
" ceived under this subchapier for ‘health; social, ot
nutrmon services for participating children. ..

* The U.S. Office of Education estimated that some &
. percent’of ‘Title'I children- (approxxmately 361 ,000) - .
‘were. enrolled in prescliool or klndergnrten in 1979; -

.however, few. day care. pnograms are bemg provrded

' ’nannallyunderTltleI“ ,

. Under Title I} (Special PrOJects, Part D. Pre-
School Partnersh:p Progrnms) legrslnuon pro_vrdes'

cies and Project Head Start. . .which will -
provide a smoother: and, more succéssful transi-

" tion to-formal schooling for certain pre-school:" -
aged children and thereby improve their long iy

.-termachxevementmelemenmryschodl"’ R

- family -education programs, . which ‘may-. mclude

" “education .of -parents in. child ‘development” and
- “home-based - programs _ of. early childhodd ancl

. family. education.”®* However, as of* 1979, Cthe”

administration had not requested, nor had Congress :
' appropnated, funds for the: program." In any event,.

. funding policy may- ,severely restrict its“use as a

~*mechanism for: pubhc school-based preech@ol day

® Id, §270L -
w.Id, §§27H(a)(2)(A)rmd 27 ll(c).

» Mark Blascy. U.S. Office ofEduenuon.Wuhmgton, Dé.,ndepxme_
. interview. Nov. 15, 1979, - ) .
l97.9l ! & e ..q!

. intetview, Apr.29. 1980, ° d-}
"44Fed.Reg.33039(June7l979)(tobecodlﬁedm4S ER.'
5_]61d.9(d)). - R ) \ Ca, -

Y SR o S '

’ T

ofEdueenon. Wuhmgtou. pcC, diphmé

<care, since a regulauon proposed in. 1979 provides - **

that, in transition projects for preschool children.of - .
" low-income families, continued fundmg is aw#aﬂab‘le_ '
only 1f the grantee uses:

.

whatever ﬁnancxal resources, in addition ta the

__':_.grantaward, which arenecessary for it to. begm'_'.
- mew participant groups after the first grant year .

‘and to complete the approved project activities
-~ for each %
~ _penod of Federal project support v

Tltle VT of the Bducanon Amendments of the .
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the : -
Community Bducatron Program, offers opportuni- _
ties to provide for or partially support da: e both -
- for preschoel and school-age children. It has, among

its obJecuves ..

to “provide in collaborauon w1th other pubhc

, and nonprofit agencies educational, recreation-
. al, cultural, and other related community and

"~ human services, in accordance with the needs,
- interests, and ~concerns . of .the: community

. through the expansxon of commumty education |

T programs : .

Educatlon for All Handlcapped Chlldren Act‘
" Enacted in 1975, the Edudation for All Handi-
 capped Children Act? was. desxgned ‘to ensure the

: Lo . ‘right of access of every handicapped child to public. = - .
: pllot proJects between local eduoatronal—ager“‘edmo'n and to“asstire the effectiveness of efforts”

of., that ‘education to ‘meet the special needs of.

‘supported: -service “for -all handicapped - children

- betwegn the ages of 3 and 21. Incentive grants are
- available-for- States to develop services for.3-to 5-
year-oldsr" The act makes no provxs:on for chxldren

“‘Handicapped chrldren” are deﬁned by the law as -
.chlldren who are “mentally retarded, hard of hear-.
 ing, “deaf; speech - impaired, “visually handicapped,

fsenously emotionally disturbed, Qorthopedically im-
pmred, or.other health impaired children, or chil-
dren with specific leaming- disabilities. .-
law, a child’ must recerve services in regular educa-

o 0USCA. gjzsz(bxx)(sm 19%). -
= 0 US.CA §§140)- l46l(1978md$npp. lsm

" = Education For Al Handicapped Children Act of 1975, S. Rep. No. 94-168,

. 94th Cong., lsues.9(l975).repﬂmdln2U.S.CodeCong,mdAd.Nm

. 1428; 1433 (1975).

L] zot:scgmz(zxn)(ms)
- I, 514190)3). o .
- hf guom; . I :

39'.'

articipant group enrolled dunng the e

hgndicapped children.*? The act mandateés publicly

.» By



- tion programs, not in segregated programs unless
: “the nature or severity of the handicap is such that

'~ © ‘education in regular classes. with the use of supple-
mentary aids and services cannot be achieved

. . satisfactorily.”®” Each child-is guarantwd an individ-
nuahzed edueanqn 1 _program (IEP) that' at - specifies the

. exemptron avallable to taxpayers regardless of earn-
ings or means of child care.1> To make allowances
for child care specifically related to employment or

‘education, the Internal Revenue ‘Code has two =

’"provrsrons (1) a rapid bmldrng amortization provi-

'sion, designed to encourage employers to-provide

‘child’s present level of educational performance,

© instructional goals, educational services to be pro- .-
vided for the child,. when these services will begin - -

and terminate, and eviluation criteria.*® The act does™
not. deal ellphcnly with_the day care needs of

L handicapped children and their parents. . . . - .

-According to Martha Ziegler of the Federatlon of
, Chrldren with Special Needs in Boston, Massachu.

The length of the school day lnd a lack of aﬁer
: -school activities. prohibit many mothers. of
handicapped children from parhmpanon in em-

ployment or ‘educational - opportunities. Such -

women, especially  Jow-- or moderate-income-
‘women ineligible for welfare suppor, are thus’
_ in a double bind. Because their-children often
. require costly special services and equipment,
' they have a great need.to earn income; hows
. "ever, they cannot earn that income unless after
-+ school day care is avmlable for thexr handl-
L capped chrldren - o

. . Problezs; ‘with State mplementauon furiher com-
 plicate this issue. The law does authorizesupport for

--some extracumcular activities such as recreation

. ‘. and physical educanon 100 However, accordmg to
. Ms. Ziegler, . -

Many Statee are far behmd in lmplementmg the

' regular school program leavirig the question of
-~ additional ‘services unaddressed. In " States
‘which' do provide services for preschool chil- "

" dren, much of i itisona patchwork basis, with
several agencies _providing different . services

_ funded from various squrces. There appears to. -

-be no_State where a comprehens:ve program °

exists, providing morning and afternoon . pro- -

gramsfor children mthspecralneeds 0 -
. Income Tax Pollcy '

Federal tax policy subsrdlzes-the care of children -

. __pnmanly-through the 'dependency exemptron. an”

o Id. §1412(5XB). -
- s Id. §1401(19). . )
% Martha Zicgler. Feda:uonofClﬁldrenmthSpecxﬂNeeds.Bouon.
- Mass.. telephone interview. Dec. 7. 1979.
4 20U.S.C. §1434 (1976).
"‘Mnnh.lZleglcr Foda!bonofChﬂdrmmthSpecxﬂNeeds.w
'Masi., telephone interview. Dec. 7.1979. .
T .. 26USC.§44A(1976). - .

o

" a0 Library of Congress, “Chxld Care-The Fedcnl Role, " p. 2.

" child care facilities for their employees;'* and (2)
. the credit for child and dependent care expenses, . -
designed to offset, in a. simple and equitable manner;

8 limited amount of child care costs related to work
or education.’ The tax credit represents the largest .

) indirect Federal expenditure on child care, approxx-
mately $500 mllllon in 1977.1 o -

The Credit for Chlld and Dependent Care

. Expense

From' 1954 through 1975, various provrsrons of -

the U.S. Tax Code allowed for deductlon’of certain -

—

work-related child care -expenses™ Tn the Tax
Reform Act of 1976, Congress. teplaced these deduc-:

the expenses of providing care for children under 15
:as ‘well ‘as certain other’ dependents. *The allowable -

'fcredlt is 20 percent of expenses up to $2,000. @

‘ma:nmum of $400) for1he care of one child and up
. to $4,000 (a maximum of $800) for the care of two or

. 'more. children: The amount for a married taxpayer

may not- ‘exceed the - lesser of his or her earned
.income “or that of ‘the taxpayers spouse, unless’ the

" sspouseisa full-txme student.

Generally, no distinction is made- between ex- -

. penses pard for child care inside or outside the home,
“and payments may be made to’ nondependent rela- -

*tions with a nonrefundable credit that offsets part of

tives who pay the appropriate social security, tax on "~

earnings.**’ In fiscal year 1977, according to.the

_‘Congressional Research Service, the tax credit . ’
provlded approximately $500 million in support for

~child care. The 1980 budget analysis indicates that
this figure increaséd to $550 million in 1978 and.is .

- expected to be $610 milljon and $705 mrlhon in 1979 .

and 1980, respectlvely 108

‘Tax-Credit and Equal Opportunlty fqr
Women

Implementatron of the credit for child care and
dependent expenses. made chrld care-related tax

w26 USCA. 5188 (1978).
1% 26 U.S.C.A. §44A (Supp. 1979).

~ 18 Options Jor Federal Support. pp. 23 and 24-26, table 9 The dita are

hsed upon estimates by the Congressional Budget Office and the

ts of the Treasury and Health, Educatign, and Welfare.
e . E g Pub. L.88-272, Title 11, §212(a) 78 sut. 49 (1964) .-
‘107 26 U.S.C.A. §44A (Supp. 1979).
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" benefits more widely available than they had been
"under the previous deduction mechanism. However,
if ‘the credit’ is viewed as a limited. ‘subsidy, the
- subsidy is low enough that some women ‘may still
choose to remain at- home rather than to seek
. employment: . -

*-women spend on chlld care even thh the aid of the
 tax credit.-
" (2) The tax credit was not dwgned to meet the part-

- time education-related cliilld care needs of single

mothers.-Of all groups of women, single mothers are
the most likely to be in the labor force and thus to

-’ insignificant.!0

~ - (1) The tax credxf'ns of lmnted usefulness 40
. moderate-incomie.- families, who may be ineligible for

- or unable touseTltleXXdayeare.Thetaxcredttls _

‘largely of use to-middle- and ‘upper-income families.
.In, 1977, 33 percent- of the tax credit claims were

made by families with incomes over $20,000, 43.6-

. ‘percent were made by families with incomes be-

By tween $10,000 and $20,000, and only 14 percent of; -

e claims ‘were made by famthes with i mcomes below
. $10000 109 .
- If families with incomes below SlO 000 d1d clatm

o the  credit, few of them would pay a tax great .

enpugh to offset one-fifth of their child care expendi-

. . tures. They would-not recover all the tax-credit to

. . which they are entitled. Families earning’so little
. that they pay no tax, of course, would derive no-
benefit from the credit, even though their child care
expenses might be the :same as those of another,
higher income family paying a tax. :
' Working families with incomes just above the

‘Title XX cutoff figure are ineligible for any child

“care subsidy through Title XX. However, to beneﬁt
 significantly from the tax credit, they would have to

spend more money on child care than they can -
~ afford. In some areas, for example, full-time center __

~.care or family care for a preschooler costs an
“average of $45 per week; toddler and infant care
. may. cost between $60 an-$80 per week. If a w;oman

- is payihg $2,340 per year ‘for center care at thé rate

~ of $45 per week; the'tax credit covess only $400 of
.those costs, or the equxvalcnt of Z months care fo

. $10, 000-515000 range, the actual ta
If a woman took ;
hafi 30, percent of her before-tax earnings.

proportlon far exceeds the averagé amounts
~ (onefifth to one-stxth of weekly earnings) that

‘e 11.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on the Budget, Tax Expeudmns--'
Spending Programs and Background Material on Individual K

'Relationships o
Provisions, 95th Cong., 2d sess. (1978), p.'286. .
ne Opnon:for Federal Support p. 58. . ¥
m M

Woman.ADawhoak(lWD.p 20, table 19..

need some form of day care.'*? They are also likely
to be earning low levels of income;. in 1978, 49
percent of- poor families were headed by women.!*

. The provisions of the-tax credit allow for child
. care related to employment or full-time education,

' makmg Ro.special provision for single mothers who,

in addition to working:full-time or part-time to
prov:de necessary income, can only upgrade their
income through paft-time training or education. As

- Dorothy Burlage found @ her study of the efforts of -

mgglin_mth;ta_rs_to_comm_breadmmng—aﬂdvehﬂ-—;

earmg, the tax credit system was not helpful to

these women when they sought to enter training

programs to increase marketable skills: “if a woman
becomes separated and needs to refine her typing’
skills-in.a refresher course for two weeks before she
can gét a job, the tax credit would not assist her with_
child care expenses while she does s0.”11 Nor would
it help a stngle-parent secretary who enrolls

time in the ¢ evemng division of her local comm ty _
‘college. :

This limitation of the tax credlt‘ partlcularly affects :
women whose - moderate income puts them just
above the ehgibdlty level of partrcnpatxon in any
Title XX day care programs. - .

(3) The tax credit is of hmited

d ule bmd On the one -hand, subsuiy

eligible, no Title XX care is available. On the other
hand, they cannot afford to purchase child care in

the open market from day care centers or hcensed -

family day care homes. - _

- In these situations, women can only afford child
. care at home by babysitters ar out of the home in -
- informal and often illegal ‘arrangements, paymg Tess
than the minimum wage to neighborhood. women

1 U.S,, Department of Labor, *20 Facts on Women Workers,” p. 2. ]
* Dorothy Burlage, "Divorced and: Separated Mothers: Combuung the ~
) Raponsﬂnhnesofﬂre-dwmnmgmdcmdrunng (Ph.D dm..}hrvnrd
University, 1978)p330. o .

12 U.S., Department of Labor, Bnmuofl..aborSunsuu. US. Working
»

th Title XX is' not an Option, either because -
they are ineligible or because, even though they are

1o



‘who do not declare their incomefor sogial security..”..- tal,gare is most likely to be at home, provided partly * -
" Data available on child care mﬁ ents in"the - by relatives and partly by nonrelatives.! o
United States suggest that such informal care is quite  ~ The tax credit i.not structured to offset child dare .
" -common; in the case of children under 3, nonparen-,  costs for women in‘any of these situations. :

. ——*
1 T.W. Rodes and J.C. Moo*NadaMlCMldmmCommerSmdy.' o
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 CHAPTER 4

—

The Federal Government has yarious programs 0
- deal thh unemployment. This thapter foeusec 30N

. because it is the only program
: to the Job-related needs of welfare

COmprehensive Employme t And
" Training Act (CETA), -
. CETA'is by far the largest of F eral programs

who are disadvantaged'.in the- labor market. In
. recent years, CETA has represerted approxlmately

-70 percent of all Federal expenditures for employ-_

ment and training programs.? CETA expend:tures in

fiscal .1978 totaled nearly- $10° bilhon," with more .
*~ than 3 million individuals partxerpatmg‘ CETA'is °

unique amongaFederal educanonal and employment
" -programs, not just beeause of its large enroliment
and budgetary size but becatise many of its enrollées

receive jobs and i incomes directly from the govern-

ment. Thus CETA can create jobs in the child care
field and it can subsidize the care of chlldren when
parttcrpantsaremotherjobs R

CETA provides Federal block grants to more

' than 450 State and local govemments to admlmster -

"290.8.C.A.——80!-999(l975md$upp.l979 '
1US. OﬁeeofMamganentandBudget.BudgﬂoftheradSlaw
Government. Fiscal Year 1979, Special Analysis K (1978), p. 241, table K-

11, ucxtedmLornmeA.Underwood. B’omentnFederclEmploymmr:

mmmn&umm;rmu mblel
2 US, Dcparunemofuw Employment and Training

" Office of Administration ‘sad Mmmmt.hnpubluheddau(haufter_
Admmnon. -

., cueduDOL.Employmentderammg unpublnhed
dau)._ “y \..’\ R
Eoa: S :

i ~

.

v .
\ S - .
v ) R . -
- o . .
Ly . .
A .. - . e
S L ik

D v’.... . L. - Ch !
\ E i

.."'*pulﬁhc servxce\ ijS and a variety. ol' trauung pro-

for economically: dlsadvantaged and  unem-

ployed individugls., In' keeping, #ith €ETA’s man- o

~ date to establish'a decentrahzed?and decategorized _
- system of employment and trammg that is respon-
© . sivie| to local needs, the vast majority of participants
" andlresources arg in the’local programs; however,

the act contmues categoncal,fundmgfor nation:

al manpower programs. such as Job Corps, other »..

youth programs, and, programs for special, target - .

In its imitial phase, CE’I‘A had relatlvely unre-*:
stricted eligibility requlrements “This was because !

' . Congress wished to permit States and localities sorhe L
flexibility- in selecting target populations, and be- ,*

cause there- ‘was pressure to use CETA asa counter-_

-populatrons admxmstered by’ the Department of ;,-.

: designed to increase the emp]oyabﬂny of individuals 'Labor (DOL). . ‘4 i

cyclical ‘measure during the height of the 1975-76

recmom ‘The thrust, of the 1976 and 1978 amend- .
‘ments, in gesponse to criticism that localities took the - .

_ best-qualified .applicaiits for CETA pdsitions, and in - _;
“light of improving emiployment conditions, was to

restrict _ eligibility 'to’. certam population .groups.®

Ehgtbﬂlty for the maJor training and public service L

employment (PSE) 'programs is now - limited to

“individuals who have been unemployed for severaL
' weeks and whose famlly income is low (as det’med

é "
¢ l'bu‘L e I
529 U.S.C. -968 (1976). repaled. Pub. L. No. 94-444—5, 90 Stat. 1476.
1477-80 (1976); Pub. L. No. 95-524, —2; 92 Stat. 1909, 1912, 1959 —236 )
(1978), (codified at 29 U.S.C.A. —858 (Supp. 1979)..For the congressional -
m!entlofoanonyouptwhoﬁoedstructunlbamersloemploymeuhm
S. Rep. No. 94-883, 94t Cdng., 2nd sess., pp. 16-19; reprinted in [1976]

" US.. Codqutg.mdAd. News 2808, 2812-14; S. Rep. Nov 95-891, 95th. .

Cong..ansess.p.ZRpwgdm[lWS]US CodeCong.lndAd.News

A .
., . . - -
N o . . :
.'.; . . ’ ’ .
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“F by the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower lwmg ’

standard moome) or to individuals- whose famlhes
are recemng public assistance.® - .

v.'.-F'

_ CETA and Equal Opportunity for:Women

e L - . - L J‘Z""

.’ AN

" women are dlspropomonately underrepresented m"fi‘

"both types of programs: on-the-job training pro-

. grams that have the highest job placement rates, and
pubhc service: employment that . _pays wages to
. part:cxpants and has the highest average person-year .- ;.

D
~p~'.'

In fiscal 1978 the percentage of all CETA partici- -

pants who were women reached'45:5 percent.” This
was the highest female enrollment foryany year in
the lnstory of employment programs.- However,
" since women make up more than half of the dis-

' adva'ntaged population tha¥’employment and train-

. ing programs are designed to help, ithey are ‘still
. underrepresented;in CETA. A study for the Nation-
¢ al Commission on Manpower Policy shows that
" women were 56 percent of all the eligible: ‘popilation

%— for locally ‘operated CETA :programs in 1977, but':

only 44 percent of all GETA enrollees.* The
* eligibility estimates .in this study were based on

Current Population Survey data on income and

.employment, and thus provide no infofmation on

.-actual application rates of women atid -men to
CETA programs. A clearer picture of equal oppor-
* tunity in CETA ‘would.emerge from a comparison

" "of “applicant and \participant ratioss In 1981 the

" Department of Labor will begin. coll g data on
apphoants as well as participants, and a- more

" accurate understandmg of posslble sex bias should
-~ . result. -

“Women’s parncxpat:on in dxfferent types of em-

. ployment programs varies widely. Patricia C. Sex-

ton, professor of soaologx,_ New4 York Umversxty,
noted that in the pre-CETAppmod, women “appear
. __to have beén considerably: un‘ﬁen'epreggnted in-the
programs wliere per enrollee czf'were highest and

- fpresumably,/greatest. °~Programs ' that

" greatest” effect on parucxpants future employment

G /the immediate benefits of a job with “attendant
income rather than the more tenuous, deferred

benefits associated With training and employability

development. Recent data on CETA ‘how that

¥

'“Fed.ch.l9998(l979)(wbeoodlfledn20CFR—67$4).

* DOL, and Training Admimistration, unpublished dats.
Willntumel.“‘l‘.rgetGroupn. in National Commission on Manpow-

er.. Policy,. CETA: AnAnclmofzhelmspeculreponNo.B

(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978). . -

* F. Ray Marshall, Secretary, U.S. Depsrtment of Labor, Lettertobouu

Nunez, Staff Director. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Nov. f2.1980.p.

2 (hereafter cited ‘as Marshall Letzer). \

# U.S., Department of Labor. Women and Warlebyl’amSexton(lwx).

p. 54 (hereafter cited as Women and Work).:

LN of PetryB.Andenou.R.Rowm.meHNoﬂhrup.Thlmpadof

- ‘number of women Who enter the program beoause o

* these programsarea\(e

' Tieeapnemmmonskill trammg tend to have the .

costs.'ln fiscal year 1978, for example, women were .-

~ 51 percent of the participants in locally admxmstered
trammg ‘and employability developmept programs,

. but 39 percen of public service participants;'? 1976 . . ’

“datd” from a national sample of local programs .
revealed‘that women weres56 percent \of classroom

enrollees, but 26 percent of on-the-job tramees.l’

, There are Several explanations for women’s un-
der- representation in CETA, parncularly the
most effecuveand lucrative program |

‘.“ ! L. \,

o{.

.

Oecupaﬂonal Structure of CETA Jobs

the traditionally male areas of law enfor ent,
public works, transportation, and parks and recre-

ation.* The: relatu)ely large proportion of tradition-

ally male public vice jobsin CETA-censtrams the

so few. women aré p in nontraditional ﬁelds 1
‘To alarge extent, wom:
flection of the sexually-
segregated occupational structure that exists u'x'\our
economy. Therefore, a significant. increase in wom-

en’s opportunity for enrollment in these pro

depends: upon the success of bx:oader efforts o
overcome occupauonal segregauon in t'he labor
- - market as.well as striving to increase the number

women in nontraditional CETA jobs. Anothe}b

" strategy may be to desigh programs that include
more skilled Jobs in traditionally female fields. In the

past, jobs in female-intensive fields, such as educa-

tion and health, have been less common in CETA

—

. Government Manpower Programs (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania

Press, 1975), p. 76. )
“DOLEmploymemandTnmmgAdmmmnon,unpubluheddan. S
- William Mirengoff and Lester Rindler, CETA: Manpower Programs

- .Under Locat Control (Washington, ‘D.C.: National Academy of Sciences,

«

38

1978), p. 208.

"M-.p.lé&WdlanxrengoﬂLesterRmdlerﬂanyGremspm.md -

Scott Seablom, CETA: Assessment of Public"Service Employment Progmnu
(Waslnngton,DC. National Academy of Sciences, 1980), p. 147. - :
1»Mirengoff,* Rindler, Greenspan, anid Seablom, CETA:
\ th&nktbnploymmthogmmpp.“& 149. .

29

’s low participation ratesin

Ane&nem_ o//

-thesjob training and apprennceslup posmonS' s
are highly concentrated ‘in skilled, blue-collar occu-
pations tradmonally filled by men. The dxstributxon; o
of CETA public service jobs is also skewed toward

-



. even though they constitute the majority of jobs in

. State and local government employmcnt."

The Single Brudwlnmr Famlly '
‘Since the early days of Federal traiging and JObS

-

unknown However, in fi
perecnt of the expenditi¥es in locally administered

"1978, only about 16 -

ig and employability programs ‘were ‘used to .

provide services of all types, mcludmg outreach,
program orientation, counseling, job referral and

programs, male Tamily heéads and potential family
heads have been
.ment. The legislative histories of the Manpower
Development and Training Act of. 1962!" and, the
~ Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 provide exam-
pls of how Congress treats the single. breadwinner
family. In 1977 Assistant Secretary of Labor Arnold

pu csem
N

OneeanthmkqfthetradmanalAmencan

.~ family structure. with two parents. and children .

in which the family head goes out to-work and
makes enough. of a living to keep the family
together. The major thrust ‘of any program '

ought to be to support this as the predominsdnt: -

situation for Americans. .The policy con-
clusion is to target the pubhc service Jobs on
families and not on mdmduals." .

~ ~This erroneously assumes ‘that most fnll-nme jobs

will support a family of four and that the one job

* should go.to the male parent. It places a lower.
priority on women’s employment than on men’s.’’

'« even though the CETA Ieglslauon and regulations

do ‘not cxphcxtly accord preferentml treatment to'

mcn. . : . Iy

CETA Expendlmros for Chlld Care: .
A]though CETA regulat:ons have always autho-

rwed cxpcndxtura for child care and other support- ..

ive services that enable individuals to take jobs, the -
- _lma are the following provisions: /

- percentage of CETA funds devoted to scrv:ces has
"actually heen relatively small. The ige of
national CETA resources spent for clnld &

». Mirengoff and Rindler. CETA.MWWUM > Contml.

pié&Thmmnhoahacplmmfammmd )
-mm?SEdum; lmAceordinngeamyd'uburhy

Marshall:
hlﬂtthacwa-mgcovmmwmm
qoﬂmuuof\ﬁamm—enmm?ﬁpbn.ndvd«mm
prmmlymlc.A_ko.uthxtmePSEmonwmg
- thmghsbon-w-mcommpto;ecuwhch.for-vmyd

reasons, may have been geared more toward males. Finally. pnorlo_,

* the October 1978 amendments [to the Comprebensive
.ndTmmgAa]tbaemyhvebeenmf‘al
occurm;mloalPSEpropm‘rhelmPSEmk/famle

" part, then, may< have reflected
government employthent rather dnamooomnewPSE)oh
" crested. (Marshall Letter. p. 3).

T USs, Conmsmauam&wbpnmw Tmb:quaqfl%l

S. Rep. No. 651, UmCmp.anm.(l%l).chnudh[lm]U.s.Code
Cong. &Ad. Nm 1502, 1503 1512-13.

pachqlarly targeted for enroll-

~ Pagker supported the one-per—&mﬂy allocauon of

l:xducrlmmnonmloal,

placement, health and legal services, transportauon, A
and child care.® Moreover, less thaf' 1 percent of ’

the FY. 78 expenditures in PSE, programs were used
to provide participants with services.® -

~-:Some innovative efforts. with regard to child care
have been made in both national and local CETA

programs. At the national level, CETA ‘paid for the. . .

_custodial care of about 5,400 preschool children of _

R ~ migrant farmworkers in fiscal 1978.2 In demonstra-

tion projects conducted jointly by the JobCorps-and

the Work tncenuve Program in:Atlanta and San

~ Jose, two sticcessful nonrgndcnual training centers

- for women have been established. “These programs
provxde onsite, developmental child. care.® Some
local CETA administrations do locate and: purchase : .~ -
child care for participants.* Other localities have K
“used CETA funds to train and employ. child care"

workers.? However, all of these actmtm consutute ;

exccpt:ons to the norm. ;

‘ e . !
CE'FA Provlslonq\for Child Care

1
\',‘

New CETA regulations issued in 1979 by- thc-

Federal goal ‘of equal opportumty for women and an

- awareness that the "devotion. -of -resources to child,

carexsanmmlafﬁrmanveactlonmeasnrem _

T.acoomphshmg that goal. Inciuded in the new gmde-

¢ The regulations prohibiting- d:scnmmauon in

. CETA enrollmentsstatc, “*No personshallbedemed
v _." U.S..Coanome.Ecnwnko”ww

nl!ydaof]%l. H. Rep. No.
lﬁhmmuu(lm)mﬂlu[l%‘] U.S.Codceong.nd
AQ. News 2900, 2930-34. -

- ™ Arnold Packer. memorindum to F. RayManhaﬂ.Seumryofubor
March 1977, as quoted.in WIN. "Nooeof'l'hnuAnn—Femmm."Ang. 18, R

1977.

= DOL. tndTmmn&Admmmon.nnpublubeddm.

= Ibid, .

-mmwm;musmm:oruw telephone
interview, Oct. 4, 1979, ~~*

- Mary Meyer, EmploymdtndTmmngmnon.U.s.Dcpm
.+ . ment of Labor, telephone. interview, Oct. 4, 1979. -
» Exg., “Comprechensive Annual Plan for Fiscal Yeir 1980, Newton Ares .

CETA"MMFmdul. Bruce Jordan, and Rachsel Coanelly. (Newton,

Mass.; unpublished, l979).pp.29—3! (mludm;hbh)nd%%ﬁndm' o

“tables).
th Saart” (1979).

N

»Us, Depuunmtofubpr "rnmmgforChildCavaorLPro)ect;';-

’

>D°P3ﬁment of Labor, pursuant to the- 197SCETA1'- R
amen’dmcnm, show a major effort to ‘enforce the



the absence of part-timie- “or
alternative workmg hedules, among otheri’tcms"’

. -Artificial barriers are Hefined ‘dS sex; parental statns. o
- lack of child care,

e
! &

bact with \)umerous potenual dxfﬁculucs Somié. of

- these obstacles can be affecteq bﬂhe Labor Depart- )

ment ‘whereas’ some must’ be rmolved at the local ..

~
A

e

R

-level. Still othérs require the examination ofleglsiat- S

ed reqmrcments and resources allocauon i CETA.

1

‘"QXR:.O o

) care scmoa.” The new provisions.al

. # 20C.F.R. —675.6(c) (1979).

- *“A description of ¢f ?rts andprocedures to eluamatc
. artifical barriers:
“advancement for. A participants” must be ins
cluded in. the written CETA plans: submxtted to
DOLbyStatcandlocalspoﬁsoxs." L

* Child-care is specifically named ;s one ofthe

' __supportive services for which CETA furids may be

used.® Most former :<CETA participants who have
obtained mﬁubsxdxzed employment are able to. retmn
CETA-fgndeq’ child' care for30.days. lo help in the
transmdh' to self-support.®. - -~

to; cmployment and’ occupatxonalr..

’

The Federal r’e'gﬁliﬁbns encourage sp/on,sors to

support child care, but the law’s .emphases on decen-

tralized admlnistntion and deategorlzed funds. make.

it unlikely that the ‘Department of Libor. will ever -

‘Fequire “localities to do so. The ‘Department * is
attempting to sensitize CETA prime sponsors to the-

'~ gpiial needs of women by developing® technical

" assistance- and training guides, and by providing

" information to women's groups abott how to deal

B In dwgmng prograin$ CETA .sponsoxs “shall ,
Tl g:ve specxal cons:dcratlon to providing for ‘alterna-
"« tive:working mangemcnts such as flexible hours of

work, wor g, and.

‘and mcludmg‘purents of young children ” (statutory
refcrcnce omitted) (emphasis added),”:

pag-ttme jobs, particularly
7-for older workers and those with household obligations

w1th issues of toncern in their communities.> Nev- .
i ertheless, the actual’ dccns:ons about whether or how
t0 SuppOILt < chile care with CETA funds are in the

" hands of hundreds -of State.and local governments
_across the country. It is not very . dxff)cult for - -
ocalmcs to take advantage of the flexibility theyare .

'@e ‘Public Service Employment.(PSE) pro- -

gramqs authonzed to su‘bsxdnze Jobs in the clnld care’.

ﬁeld i

Increased efforts to,ensure that local CETA plans A
comply with Federal regulatlons ‘may cause more

loealmes to address child care:issues. For example,

_ the Massachusetts Department of Manpower Devel-* °

opment has apnounced a program of “incentive
grants" to encourage the use of CETA funds (in-

oombmanon with other public or- pnvatc resources) -
local child:-
 could offset

to smnulate potential sponsors to dcv

effect that’ Federal priorities -

gate»paruczpatxon level of women.

~The pfos tive effect of these new regulations oni.

vomén mus be examined with due caution, since
the 1mplan' tation of; fundammtal changes in the

‘level of child- eare support prowded by CBTA li'

vy .

—_———J‘—

= 20CF. R—676.52(e)(l)(l979).
Ry

» Id. §676.10-4h)3).
» 1d. §67625-5(cX2)-

. . PR | oLy ‘.'v
2 T

“ T

#-30 C.F.R.'——676.25-5(cX(2) (d)(l979)' “ Fed. Reg. 6‘.336.&‘.344—45 '

’

(1979) (to be codified in-20 C.F.R. ——688.81-5(c)X(2), (d))mregnhuoas' -
for post-termination child care to participsnts, however, give a grester .

period of time for such care-to migrants snd other semsoually employed .

farmworkers. They may receive child_ care services for 60 days following

" spproval by the
689.304(eX2XtXB), (eX2Xiv))-

" their termination from the program and an extension of the 60 days upon -
Depmtolhboronnnmdmdndeuc‘hum“l-‘ut-"
Reg. 30.594. 30,802-03 (1979) (tobeoodnﬁedmw'C.FR. — :

. % Marshall Letter, p. 2. -, &

allowed and to go through. the-motiofis of comph-

. ance.with Federal standards without prov:dmg chlld
o ca.t'e support topart:crpants ‘

. Many CETA programs. are carried out by institn- .

‘tions not prepared to hdndle the child care ‘needs-of
their clients or employees: According to' the law,
State and locally appointed. CETA admmlstrators
act as.central coordinators, for all organizations that -
‘cooperate in developmg a comprehensxve employ-
_ment-and training policy: rcsponsxve to community

’E
-
L
&

«

. z..,

needs.s* Many CETA programs are;actually planned f :
and. cariied out: by logal offices of the'US. Employ- S
.- ment Semce, “State’ vocational educauon ‘agencies, -
commumtytbas?d orgamzaoons, and pnvale mdus- :

“The U.S. 'Employmcnt Servnce, a prommcnt dchv- Ca " ,
“serer ofCBTA service in rural areas ofmany Stat&s,r o

s

is a case in point.* Local .offices are mstructedixo.‘ '

maxntam a list of°child care services avaxlable in th

commumty along with other. su'ppornve serviges L
- that might i improve the employabxhty Qf applxcants. -

= 4. §§676.25-Xs). 6154, . _

Dec. 11, 197,

J!Mlerumbc.Depamnenj omepomDevdopment. Common- ,‘; :

. wealth of Massachusents, mdhormdmn xo_ccmmunny-bued org;munons.' o

‘= 29 US.CA e 811(ay. 819,520 (S 1979y : ¢
* 8 U.S., Department of Labor, “Participstion of stadvnnuged Group!n

- vania,” ‘byShnton L. Harlan,. prépared for the Office of Research and
Devsioﬁt Employment and Training Administration (1979), pp. 211"
J2,

’ Employmaﬂanﬂ?nmmx?rognms(CETA)mNchorkmdPennyl, Lt

Okhio State Univprsity CETA Implementation Project, “Final - -

: *The Implementation.of -CETA-in Ohio.” .principal investigator .. . -
R:bcnn B. mprey (1976), pp- 98, 100-101: Mmgoﬁ.nd Rindler; csu -



HoWever, States are not held accountable for pro-

viding such information to clients. Nor are States -

' required to keep records on. whether clients were

referred .to services or whether the. clients took *

advantage of Teferrals that were made.>” Proposed

" regulations would require States to provide mfonx--

“tion on child care and other supportive services,
for.the present no such requirements exist.>* :
L A strong Federal emphasis on plecement of partlci-
' pants in' unsubsidized employment as a criterion of

. program evaluation pressures program operators to
* - select.the most “employable” applicants. At present

- the most “employable” are viewed as those needing
the fewest ‘supportive services. Large numbers of

'. women are probably -“employable’™ in the sense of -

_'needzng no training, no counsehng, and mo social

‘ services except for child care, but no data exist on -

 the nimber of such women, since CETA' has
grouped child care needs with social services needs.
" The block grant approach means that the mere child
care a2 CETA prime sponsor provides, the less money
it has for fobs. One response of CETA ‘administra:
. -tors-has been to “hustle” child care services for
" clients from other Gemmunity agencies that are
already overburdened.** Since Chlld care js expen-

% sive,’ CE'I'A administrators have an understandable .

Z desire not to use funds that could be used for the
central mission of training and jobs to provide this
- employment-enabling service. _

, Transnt:onal, care suppou for 30 days after the
* .client leaves the
ensure self-snfficrency Expenence with employment
. and training programs. prior to.CETA has taught
- administrators that ‘when ' their former clients be-
 come ineligible for the program’s child « care subsidy,

_they must often leave their jobs because the cost of

child care is too great for the"parent. Although
' there are no available data, a CETA client losing the
"child care subsidy is probably in a comparable
" situation. Moreover, after only 30 days on the job it
is unlikely that anybody would be glven a raise that
would support the full cost.o '

Without better data on child care need and use, the

, Department of Labor will ﬁnd it difﬁcult to convince

. ¥ Shirley Smith, Employment Serv:ce Us. Depanmem ol' Labor
Division of Applicant Services, telephone interview, Oct. 11, 1979.

* 43 Fed. Reg. 49697 (to be codified at 20 C.F.R. —653,3) (1978).

» U.S, Department of Labor, Suppomve Bérvices: CETA Program Madel.t
(1978), p. 17 (hereafter cited as Suppomn Services).

¢ Ibid., p. 6.

"« Pub. L.No.90-248, Titke I1, ——201-204 81 Stat. 821, . 884-892 (1967).

. (codified at 42 U.S.C. ——630-640 (1976)).

2

A rolls may be insufficient to -

r
L
Y

vk

A

" local CETA sdministrators that the regulations on °

child care are important. Data collected from State
and local sponsors on the sex of participants are not
‘cross-classified by age, race, income, or parental
. status. There are no estimates of how many partici- -
pants need child: care, let alone how many potential
applxcants are denied access to_ CETA because child
care is unavailable. At this time therensmo national
profile on CETA funds spent for child care, on how
many chﬂdren are served, or whether opportunities
for women are 1mproved when child care is avail-
able. The unavailability o_f ‘detailed data makes . it

~ extremely difficult to identify barriers to women’s
. enrollment in CETA and problems they éncounter

after enrollment? . _ -

v

Work Incentive‘ Program (WIN)

" The Work’ Incentive: Program (WIN) was estab-
lished -by Title II of the 1967 amendments to the °
Soctal Security-Act* tq. provide trammg and.em- -
ployment opportunitiesfor adult recipients of Aid to *
" Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). In 1971
amendments to WIN* changed the emphasi of the
- program from training and em
ment to prompt job referral of WIN
- goal of WIN is to remove families from the pubhc
assnstance rolls by-helping family heads attam eco-’
_-nomic’ self-sufﬁcxency © With'a fiscal 'year 1978-.
‘budget of $364 million, WIN xrepresents only about 3
percent -of “total . Federal expenditures on ‘employ- -
ment and trmmng,“ however, it is the only program
devoted exclusxvely to Job-related needs of welfare .' .

: dependents oL

- WINi 1s adlmmstered jointly at 1he Federal level
: by the Employment and Training Adxmmstranon in.
the Department of Labor and the Office of Human
Developmient Services in the Department of Health
and Human' Semces 4 The designated WIN sponsor
in each Stase (often the U.S. Employment Service)
and the- State welfare agency develop annual WIN
plans for Federal ‘approval and &c@;mster ‘the
Federal gra.nts Ll"he State agencxés must secure 16°

w PuB‘ ‘L.% 92-223, .»—3 85 Stat. 802. 803—809 (1971) (codlfed at 42

- U.S.C. ~——602-608, 60‘(..630—3_6 638-39, 641-44 (1976), lslmended)

- % 42US. C.‘—630()976)

% us, Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United States
Government, Fiscal Year 1979. Special Analysis K (1978), p. 241, table K-
11, as c;led:m Lorraine Underwood, Women -in Federal Employment
. Programs (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institutc, 1979), p. 4, table 1. :

. 42USC —639 (1975)‘85“CFR —224 10(1979)

" - ., 7
; .
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o

perccnt of thexr total costs from non-Federal sourc-
5.“ . .
Al AFDC re@xents between thc ag&s of 16 -and

65 are required toTegister for WIN.to continue their -

.. eligibility for the' AFDC grant, except for certain.

' classes of récipients who are legally exempt from
" registration.®’ These include mothers of children
- under 6% and mothers in families where fathers are

" .WIN registrants.* Various factors (mcludmg health,

" mental Or emotional problems, lack of interest, lack
of child care and other supportive services, ‘and
severe traisportation difficulties) make a significant

v numbcr of registrants either completely or marginal-
-y mappropnate for WIN participation. On the other

hand, 'many employable mdmduals cannot be served

due. to limitéd program funds and the extent of

poverty and”unemployment. In an Urban Institute -

- study, Lorraine Underwood writes, “WIN requires .

"WIN registrants and 66 percent of those who found =
- employment: throggh WIN.** Women were only 47

* a_million and a half persons per year to enter the @

labor force, but can only provide services to 22
‘Percent of them, employment to 9 percent, and a
.. training or PSE slot to 7 percent.™® -
_* Work Incentive Program sponsors are authorized
“to  pay_ for supportive services that are necessary for
participants to accept employment. Subsidized ser-
" vices are funded during WIN enrollment and may
continue as long as 90-days after the ‘participant
leaves the program for an. unsubsidized job.3:. Ac-
. cording to the national WIN administration, child
" care -is the most frequently needed :supportive
~ service.’? About $35 million or nearly 10 percent of
- WIN's 1977 Budget was-used to pay for child care.®

B Thisisa much larger proportion of the budget than-
* is devoted to child care by other Federal employ- -

- ment and education programs, but it represents only

"~ .~ about 5 percent of the total Federal spending on

child care programs in that: year.>* During a typical

fiscal quarter, the care of approximately 82,000
children is paid for by WIN, ‘and care for an
undetermined additional number of | partxcxpants

children is subsxdxzcd by Txtle XX 3s .

“ 42U.8.C. —638, “3(1976), 45C.F.R. —224 16 (1979). .
o 42 U.S.C. —602(a)(19XA) (1976), 45 C.F.R. —224.20(2)~(6) (1979).
« 42 U.S.G. —602(aX19XAX2) (1976): 43 C.F.R. —224.20(bX8) (1979). .
“ 42 U.S.C. —602(a)}19XAXvi) (1976);'45 C.F.R. —224.20(bX9) (1979).
 Underwood, Women in Fedzml Employmtnr Progmms. p. 16.

© 4 §SCFR —224300X2). ;%7 .
w5, WIN- 1968-1978. p.1. . '
o Tho 1977 Expenditures Tor chﬂd care under WIN were .$35.149, 892
U.SZ"Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Human
Dcvclopmcnt Services, Administration for Public Services, Administration
for Children, Youth, and Families, Social Services. U.S.A.: Statistical Tables,

* Summaries. and Analyses of Semcts Under Soc¢tal Security Act. Title XX. IV~
B. and 1V-A/C for the 50 States and District of Calumbla (1977). p."30, figure

] 17 (hereafter cited as Social Services. U.S.A.)
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.% Ibid., p
‘w WIN: f968—l978 p.12.

WIN and Equal Opportunny for Women
During FY 78 women represented 90 percent of

adult AFDC recipients and headed 80 pert:ent of

AFDC families.® Yet they were only 74 percent of

percent of those able to leave welfare in“fiscal year *
1976 as a result of finding a. job.** By contrast,
uncmployed fathers represented less than 5 percent
of .the AFDC caseload and 8.5 percent of WIN
rcgtstrants but they accounted for 16 percent of job
placements.®* Male registrants are more likely than
their female counterparts to leave welfare as a result
of ﬁndmg ajob.

The exemption of mothers with children under

.'tage six from reqpn‘ed WIN reglstrattcm may -beone -

factor in women's lower rate of participation. ’I'hcrc
are at least four explanations for the greater likeli- -
hood of male WIN registrants-to leave welfare.

First, by congressional mandate, 'AFDC fathers.
“ received the highest priority of any WIN registrants

for job placement in the 18 States that operated
unemployed father programs prior to June 1979.%
Second,-men in the_unemployed father program

. automatically lost AI_'"DC eligibility if they worked
- 100 hours per month, while women generally did

not lose eligibility for this reason.®! Third, according
to.Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall, “women have a
harder time lcavmg poverty §imply because female-
headed households tend to be far poorer than male-.

" headed- houscholds.”s* ‘Fourth, the male/female

wage gap in the labor market «is reflected in the
average wage of women job entrants; it is 75 percent
of what men mxtxally earn.® - . . ~
Forty-four percent of the WIN target populatlon
are black.and other minorities, and 58 percent are
mdxvxduals with less than a high school education;®
charactenstxcs that, added to the fact that most-are
women,  reduce the likelihood qf40b placement

‘through WIN. Vanous factors account for the lower

» Ibid. S :
F) B J
* Ibid., p. 23

% Underwood. Women in Federal Employment Programs, p. 16.

" s WIN: 1968-1978, pp. 19-20.
-~ * Social Security Act of 1935, ch. 531, tit. 1V, §407, as amended by Act of

Jan. 2, 1968, Pub. L. No. 90-248, §203(a), 81 Stat. 882. This gender-based

" distinction was declared unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court in

" Califano v Westcott (99 S. Ct. 2655 (1979)). .

# 45 C.F.R. §233.100(aX1) (1979).
< Markhall Letter, p. 3.

© WIN: 1968-1978, p. 23. P
* 1bid., pp. 20, 24, ~

a
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wages and restricted job opportunities of women in
‘WIN:

Oecnpadonal segregation of male and female job

entnntsisamaiormnseofthelowermesand

.~ restricted opportunities of women in' WIN. In 1973°
‘the WIN annual report statéd that the rwstance of
i WIN jOb developers' and cmploycrs to ‘women

entering ‘nontraditional fields was one of the major
~ barriers to enrolling women. Although efforts to
 reduce occupational segregation among WIN partic-
ipants have been under way since 1974, nearly 60
percent of women job entrants in fiscal year .1978

were in clerical, sales, and service occupations. Men

were more evenly distributed thronghout the entire

._' range of available jobs.** These occupational distri-
butlons reflect the segrcgatlon that cxlsts in the labor~ -

markct < ¥
Federai rcgulatlons pl’Ohlblt sex dlscnmmanon in
WIN programs,* but the testimony of WIN job
developers before the U.S. Commission on Civil

~ Rights illustrates that WIN personnel interpret the
regulanonS‘narrowly as- applymg only to the explicit
gender classifications of Jjobs and that comphance’
c‘ﬂ'orts directed at rcluctant employcrs are

tions express a clear preference for the male-he‘d_ed,
single breader-winner family. First, exemptions from
 registration are granted dxspropomomtelig wom-
en. For cxamplc. mothers, but not f; of
chﬂdren under age 6 are exempt from rchstranon,
g,nd a woman taking care of a child in 2 household
whcrc the father or other adult male is registered for
WIN is exempt, ‘but not vice vcrsa,“ if a woman
with a child under the age of 6 wants/to work, she i is
y- denied such opportumty Second, even
Sigh WIN requires most’ thc;s of young chil-
drcn (over age 6) to trﬁmng and .work
assxgnmcnts if they are avanlable, men receive

priority over women in asslgﬁmcnt. Unemployed

“fathers must” be appraised - within 2 weeks and
certified for participation it WIN ' training and

employment b.cti\}itis within 3Q days of receiving

I

- 45 C.F.R. —224.36(s) (1979) X {
o ys Commxmon on le Rights, Women: sﬂll in Pmrerry (1979). pp. 15-
16, -
= ¢5CFR. —22‘ 20(b)(8) (1979).
= 1d. §224.20(5X9).
- ™ 20C.F.R. —224.22(b){(c) (1979).
" (The U.S. Supreme Court's opinion in Calj fano Westcott caused the
Departments of Labor and Health and Human Servu:a to, revise the WIN
regulations in order to climinate gender distinctions in the-treatment of

v/

nonexistent.®” A /
By congrmonal mandate, Federal WIN regula- o

AFDC Benefits; the appr'a:sal of mothcrs who | "
 register for WIN, either voluntarily or because they - -

are required to, is assigned a lower priority and no
time- limit for certification is ‘specified.” In ‘sum,
- mothers of children under 6 years old are not forced

to accept WIN training or work, but if they wantto: .
-.work, there “are. no policies to help them more -

readily achieve that goal.”™

"The regulations governing child-care support under
WIN have an adverse effect on the enrollment of
women: The individual shall not be referred to work
or training unless supportive and manpower services
necessary for participation are availatle, even in

cases where the State WIN plan does not specifical-

" ly provide for the needed services.”

Thus, regardlcss of the client’s employablhty in

-~ other respects, if child care resources are unavail-
. ablc, the parent. is not assigned to a WIN program.
' who head 80 percent of AFDC
€ more likely than men to be excluded

egistrants identified the law ori male prcfcrcncc and
7 the unmet need for child care as thé two primary
Teasons why women were more hkcly than i men to
remain in the unassigned registrant status.™

WIN Provisions for Child Care

After maternal exemptions from WIN régistratioh‘

are -taken into account, child. care needs impinge
- upon women’s opportunities at three other stageg of
the WIN cyclc The first is assignment to a WIN
program component; the second is the ability to
successfully complete a WIN program; and the third
is being able to obtain and keep an unsubsidized job
upon leaving WIN. Available research:(summarized

" below) indicates . that insufficient child care re-
sources 1mpedc the Opportunm& of women at each

step. .
The lack of child care prevents socinl.workers from

assigning women to WIN. Before 1972, when guide-
lines for the administraton of WIN changed, the lack
of child care- often prevented caseworkers from

-parents in families who qualify for the AFDC Unemployed Parent

Program. The new regulations had not been issued as of November 1980.
. However, during this time of transition, Department of Health and Human
' Services Action Transmittal SSA-AT-79-26 (OFA) of July 3. 1979.

instructs States to implement the requxred chnnga pcndmg the agencies®

approval of the new regulations. -

™ 45 C.F.R. —224.34(a)7 (1979). o

™ P/RA Associates, “An Analysu of Unuugned Recxplents/chutnnu in

the WIN Program.” U.S. t of Labor contract 51-36-76-03 (East

Meadow, NY P/RA Research, Inc., l978) p. XV. .
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- referring clients to WIN, Of the caseworkers inter-

viewed for a threecity study of the pre-1972 WIN -
program, 62 percent perceived child care problems

" as barriers to the employment of AFDC mothers
among their clients. Two-thirds of.the caseworkers
~‘also ‘reported that child care availability was an
important determinant in their referrals of most or
all of their clients to WIN.? National statistics show
that about 10 percent of AFDC recipients were not

referred to WIN because of the lack of child care .
- and that 6 percent of those referred were turned

back fer reasons of unavailable child care.”
Since 1972 Federal regulations have required that

necessary supportive services be provided or ar-

ranged before an individual is referred for employ-
ment or training.” This means that in cases where
the mother, the welfare office, and WIN have not
made child, care arrangements, no WIN assignment

can be given the mother. The basis of this problem is -

"not in the WIN regulation, but rather in the shortage
of child care available and accessible to WIN
participants. Testimony by WIN officials at hearings
held by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in 1974
cited the lack of child care “as perhaps the major
_ deterrent to full participation of women in the WIN
', program.””” Researchers investigating the determi-
—nants for WIN assignment found that the effect of

chrld care is predetermmed = N

If a site no longer ‘has child care slots avaxlable
to it, no matter what characteristics a client may -
-have, if they are in need of child care service,

the lack of the service is absolute in determining
assignability. Without. service there is.no at-
tempt to place the client, or there is no attempt
- to'employ the client.”™ ) . v

- Inadequate child care prevets WIN enrollees from

completing their training. The availability of satisfac-
tory child care arrangements is- also. an important

/ factor in‘determining who remains in WIN. 4 group
* of  AFDC mothers who were referred.to WIN in -

1970 were interviewed by researchers before partici-
patlon began and again about 9: months later. Of

" Audrey D. Smith, “Chlld Clre Arnngemenu of MotMers in lhe Work
Incentive Program,” *'Chjld Care in thc Work Incentive Program”,

Audrey D. Smith and Dorothy Herberg, perpared for the Office of -

Rescarch and Devclopment, Manpower Administration, Department of
Labor (Chicago: School of Social Services Administration, Umvemly of
Chicago, 1972), mxmeographed. pp. 75and 76. |

™ Jesse E. Gordon, “WIN Research: A Review of the Findings.” in The
Work Incentive Experience. ed. Charles D. Garvin, Audrey D: Smnh and
William J. Reid (New York: Universe Books, 1978), p. 56.

7 45 C.F.R. —224.34(a)X7){(1979).

7 Civil Rights Commission, Women: Still in Poverty. p. 15.

s

) those who had entered WIN and then _dropped out,

30 percent gave child care problems as the reason
for, their decision, Among mothers who were en-
rolled in WIN at the second mterv:ew, ‘half said that
they were. having major problems which made it
. difficult for them to continue, and child care was

: cited more often than any other single problem.”™ .
- Another study reported that one-quarter of the

'sample of WIN enrollees were encountering child
care problems, and three-quarters of those saxd that
nothing was being done about it.**

Audrey Smith and Dorothy. Herberg, professors

-at the School of Social Service Administration,

University of Chicago, identified: various kinds of

“difficulties that WIN mothers experienced with

child care arrangements. The uncertainties inherent
in the. WIN program (undetermined waiting time for
referral, unknown schedule of activities, and uncer-
tain length of enrollment) made it hard for mothers- ~
_to plan child care arrangements in advance. Mothers
were also concerned whether WIN or welfare

- would pay for the care and when payments could be

expected. Although'the majority of mothers chose
to have their children cared for at home, and all.
studies show -only a small minority of children

.enrolled in day care centers, the centers were more.

likely to meet the licensing requirements necessary -
for payment approval. Mothers’ objections to center
care were based on the inflexibility of hours of

"operation, the absence of provisions for ill children,

and the inability of preschoo} centers to serve.
schoolage children. Mothers expressed reluctance to
leave preadolescents alone after school.®

Smith concluded from her’ findings that. the
association between child care'and WIN pamcrpa- _
tion is complex. Indeed;.the a work history
and job skills, so prevalént among low-income
mothers, would “militate agE:st their employmem

regardless of the availability of supportive services.
However, Smith writes:

Wrile child care is undo&bte‘dly 6ne of the most
‘critical and (pervasi\ 2 factors involved in deter-

e P/RA Associstes, “An Annlysns of Unass:gned Recxpxems/Regrslmnls in

the WIN Program,” p. 99. .
™ Smith, “Child Care Arrnngemenls of Mothers in Lhe Work lncennve :

" Program.” pp. 76~77.

» Auerbach Assoc., An Impact EMM of the Work lntennvAngmm
U.S. Department of Labor contract 53:40-69-02, Sept. 15, 1972, as cited in
Jesse Gordon, “WIN Rmrch A Rev:cw of the Fmdmgs. in The Work<
Incentive Experience. p. 56.

** Dorothy Herberg, “Child Care.” in The Work Incentive Expenence P
182,
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mining a mother’s 'clpauon in WIN, it too
seems to act in conjynction with other factors in
- this regard. ‘That i, in the presence of other

unfavorable (possibly only marginally so) con-
“ditions, a problem with child care may tip the -
‘balance in the direction-of precludmg or termi- .

' naungamothersWINeareer“ o

FailnretognaranteechildcareafterWINtraining

inhibits the transition to work. Even those women E

- who have made satisfactory child care arrangements
atd who have successfully obtained a ‘job through
_WIN are not guaranteed 'a smooth transition from
welfare to work. They must still face the loss of
WIN-subsidized child care from 30-to 90 days after

their program participation ends.** To date, no.

empirical investigation has been made of the transi-

tion from WIN to ‘work that addresses the issue of

= Smith, “Child ‘Care Amngmems of Mothers i the Work lneent?ve.

Program,” p. 83.. )

® 45 C.F.R. —224.30(b)2).

% Gordon Berlin, Operations Ruearch. US Depanment ofubor
telephone interview, January-1980. .

' "D;ehmeHosmandBrendaDonmn.“AnEeonochndMOfChﬂd'

&
3
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. 'what happens to child caré .arrangements’ after

women leave WIN. Nor.i is the effect of loss of child
care benefits on women’s continued employment
known. The view of some Federal observers, how-
évet, is that the continuation of child care suppoft s

_ critical to women’s success in the job market.“

Some evidence exists that public child care support
does help low-income mothers to obtain. ard keéep
employment. A 2-year study of the economic effect

on families receiving Title XX child care assistance
- in Orlando, Florida, showed an increased mmdence
" “of employment, higher earnings, and the closing ofa’
significant number. of AFDC’ cases among women. .
- -who had children enrolled in Title XX-funded child -

care programs.* These benefits mcg‘eased the longer
the time in which the famlly stayed in the chlld care

arrangement.® ' |

Care Support to Wlmome Mot.hen." prepured' far Onange County
Osceola County and the City of Altamonte Springs, Florida (Orlando, Fla.: |

-

>+ Collcge-of Pusiness Administration, Umvemty o Centnal Florida, 197),
mnneognphed. pp. 6—8 . « i

‘>
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Tbe Fedeml Govérnment supports a 'wide range
oﬁeducanonalprogramsandacnvrues.Selectedfor :
- review here ate the major programs within each of
thethreelevels offederzllysnpportedactmty basic.
and»mondary education, vocatxonal edueatxon, and.
lnghereducauon. ' .

Adult Baslc and Secondary Edueatlon
" The Adult Education Act of 1966 as amended?
prowdes Federal grants to States to expand adults’
*educational opportunities and ‘encourages establish-
ment of programs'to: ; . 1 .

1 enable all adults to acqmre basic,_ skills

" mecessary to function in society, /(2) ‘enable’ -

adults who so desire to continue their education
to at least the level of completion of secondary’

schools, and (3) to.make available to adults the -

means to secure training that le them

" . 'to become more employable, prtx:luctlve and .
: rwponsible cmzens.’ - rar

PaFchpants ‘can: recerve hlgh school d:plomas

" State and Federal funds were spent on adult educa-

through the program. .
In fiscal year 1980 approxrmately $180 million in .

tion under ‘the act.* This included $100 million.in - 2
Federal funds for State-administered progrims* and >
another $5' mrllron for, special mmxgrant and Indo-

' 20US.CA. —1201 (Supp l979). : _n.; o

v 'id

'NedBryan.DwmnofMultEducmon.OfﬁoeofEduanon.US. ,

SR Deplrunentofﬂenllh.ﬂduanon.declflre.ldcphonemtervww.Dec.

S, l979(heruner dted a Brysn lntefvnew)

2Ihid. . c,:‘ O -
s Ibid. X '

P US..Depa;nnentofHe-llh.Eduanon.andefne.NwondCemerfor ‘

_curriculum development,” teacher- trmmng, evalu-
-ation, and delivery of essential services, and States. .
* submit plans to the Federal Government for approy-

-Adun Educaﬂon and Equal Opportunlty for . o
-Women

. tent with previous years in which Iwomen also;

. ™ Tbid, p. 15, bl 1. . ~ Sy .

Y

chmese refugee progmﬁ,/ The Ofﬁce of Educanon .

~ estimated that the States would contributeanother
. $75 million to-adult basic and seoondary educanon.'
. The most rwently pnblxsheddata show: that over 1.6

million pefsons were enrolled “in programs during -

1976, a 35 percent increase in enrollment from ‘the -

- previdus year;” 35 percent of the 1976 participants. [.-'sf

weremseoondaryprogramsandtheotherswerem_ ’,

basxcedneanon (grade levels 1 through 8)*

Program ndmmlstmnon is by State educnnonal

_'-:.agencres that distribute funds to public school .
" “systems and other local public or nonprofit private <
‘agencies to: operate instructional programs.® States

and localities  assumé tesponsibility for. planmng, .

al."' o T

t

In 1976, 55 percent of the enrollees in adult
education | programs were' women 11 This was consls- T

‘constituted a majority. of parncrpants 12 Members of
mmonty grou were 58.3 pércent of total ‘enroll-
s ment in 1 omcn ‘were 56 -percent of black

&mSmAdeHmWSmMYm .
lebySylvwerﬂCam-andMnA.Whnlen(thmxlon.QCzA
Government Pristing Office, 1979) (hereafter ref;rredto uAIlulr,Barlcud‘_‘:_.
Smndaa&!wtbnhvgmmswdnks) p.S Sedi
¢ Tbid., p. 10. ; A ‘

- P 20 US.C.A. —1203) (Supp. 1979). . :
Cw Id, {lzo&lduk&dcand&wndﬂyﬂmﬂonhwmmswdmc:p 2.: .

n Mﬂrmm&maoﬂmmmmw 515, table 1.
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) 'partxcxpants and 54 percent ot' nonmmonty pa.rncx- o

-pants®

whether ‘women and men study the same thxngs,

. receive equal per pupil. expendltures, complete the

*.-programs at the same rate, or ‘benefif equally from

. " ~&ducational expenences offered by the program.

' Some .information $uggests, however, that chﬂd.

: ca.re problems are-restricting the parucxpauon of -
-women in adult education. First, although women
 are a-majority of all parficig
* proportion: of younger (

" than of older ones.* Second, many.participants have
sdid that they left the program- before completion
- because. of the unavatlablhty -of ‘child *care. . Data

© from the National Center for Educauon Statistics

show that dunng 1976" some 22,957 individuals

' . withdrew before finishing the’ program, cxtmg the -

* unavallalnhty of child care as the chief reason.1®

Adult Edueotlon Provlslons for Chlld Oare
Expenditures for- child care’ under the Adult
Education Act were authori for‘the first time in
. proposed regulations*® 1ssued pursuant t6. Title XIIL
- of the Education ’Amendments of 1978. 7 The autho-
-rization for child care expenditures- followed a:
congressional decision to make the mam;ihrust of

the 1978 amendmerts an.increase in acnvmes to -
~ inform the“hardest to reach segments of ‘the adult -

population and to assist them in enrollment by
providing convement access and suppornve servic-

es.’® Consequently, the. -regulations proposed by the

Ofﬁce of Educauon reqmred that:

oI conJuncuOn w1th these outreach acths.
© ’State: educational agency shall describe the
"efforts it will undertake to provide. support

rt
' transportatlon, d child care services. A State
. educational agency shall xdenttfy the resources °
“"to be used for- these: support servxces A concert-
“lbld..pi9uble4 o
“ Ibid., p. 19, table 4. .
» Tbid., pp. 30, 31.
"1 44 Fed. Reg. 37 ssoum)ao beoodlﬁedﬁn 4SCFR. —166.24l(d))
- 7 WUS.CA, ——I1201-1211c (Supp. 1979). -

p VL
S R
3y

- . H. Rep. No."95-1137, 95th Cong., 2d Séls..sla.g;ll 619‘18). repﬂnud in .

-[1978) U.S. Code Cong. and Admis. News 497
. " 44 Fed. Reg. 3Z/‘i5—l{f979) (to be codificd in 4$ CFR —
T 166.13(gX2)).

=" Arthur Mumy Adult Services Bumu. Ofﬁce of Currlculum ‘and

Instruction, Massachusetts’ t of Education, telephone interview,
Oct. 10. l979(bere-nercuedu Mumylntervxw)

/
‘

‘Beyond the enrollment’ staustus, data on program ‘
. charactenstxcs are lumted. and data by sex are not .
" available. Consequeﬂtly, it is difficult to, ‘determine

ts, they afe a smaller
-34 years old) enrollees -

g the period covered by the pian.
% include flexible schedules,

T u Jbid, -

ed effort shall be undertaken to prbvl'de these
" services through other progroms, agencies and
orgamzatzons. (emphasw added)» .

Thus, State and - local admmxstrators are not
limited to fundmg services from. thelr own budgets
but “are . encouraged to help parucxpants locate
services like child care from other sources.

. - Some’ "States proposed methods for providing
child care in their fiscal 1980 plans. For example,
,Massachusetts decided that each local school system .
will assess the needs of its target population for child.

school officials, participants need care for their
. children, then the school is authorized to provrde a
babysitter durmg classes either at the class site of-at

care and transportation. If in the opinion of local .-

b home. However, the State has stlpulated that parents *

' cannot be retmbursed for chid care arrangements
they make on their own.2®

Educauon, in several regxonal hearings on the

. According to Ned Bryan of the U.S. Office of '

"v',-proposed regulations held by the Office. of Educa-

: 'uon during 1979, administrators acknowledged from:

'thelr own experiences that without some form. of -
child ire support - either from their programs or

* from another agency, many mothers find it impossi- -
Jble to attend adult education classes.?* However, the
= admimstrators are aware that child ‘care is a very :
‘expensive service and that to devote substantial sums. -

thexr ability to provide educauonal'programs n .o
- Both Federal and State.ofﬁcmls ‘are committed to-
avoiding-a substantial dWersxon of their funds, and
the Commissioner’ “does not propose to divert’

substantxal urces away from the support of ¥
- instruction. é -3 This .cautious approach to. pro-
E viding Chlld re is llker to result in two :kmds of

solutions. First, program administrators will. pro 5
hly begin to press.available commumty child care

. already short supply.** Second, administrators ma
..hmxf the . kmds of child care they will provnde,v

. -n Brynnlmer\_new

:» 4§Fed. Reg. 37.870(1979). °

<* .8 A sdmewhat anslagous situation is deuenbed in. US Depmmcnt of ’

Health+ Educltlon. and Welfare, “Services to AFDC Families™ July 1970)
/iU, Department of Labor and Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, Reports on thé Work Incentive Program. printed for the use of the
. Sepate Committee on Finance, 913t Cong., 24 Sess. (1970), pp. 113-114,
180, table 10 (AFDC recipients not, referred to WIN due to lack of cluld

eere),

"to support services: conld senously detract from '

r'xs

Py

‘2

C -

-

I'CSOIII'CCS, puttmg an even more severe stress onan .
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" w2ousc ——2306-2309 (1976).

- Massachusetts has already done).>*
‘The degree of success in provi

- ‘miaking-available only the least. e‘xi:ve options (as

g child care

services tQ partxcrpants in adult educatign programs-
for some time. However, there
cluster of closely related-occupations.”® Various

© will not be kni
are at. l&st four potentml problems in realizing the
goals that the Féderal Government has establisheds

m To. date, very little’ inf8rmation is available
“on ‘women enrollees.. A new. .data collection effort is
" needed, both to deterfhiine the relative ability of men -
" and ‘women' to enter and complete adult education.
-_wprograms, and to ascertain whether the provision of -
¢ Thild care services increases such opportumtles for’

/ pareats.
(2) Although the Federal Government autho- :
rizes the provision of .child carg, States retain the

“discretion to perform outreach activities in" a
manner that most effectively meets the needs of =

those adults in the State who are least educated and

. most in need.” As in all decentralxzed progra:ns,.
the reguIatlons necessarily give leeway to State and "

local preference. However,_ this leaves ‘open the
question of whether the Federal intent will be
. carried. out by all States, or whether some partici-

.+ pants will be demed"aceess to servrces based on

~ where they live.

3), Admnustrators reahstlc concern over the.

. 'd1versron of scarce program résources to supportive
services may -also turn out to frustrate -efforts at

' providing child care services. Federal funding for " .

_State-admuustered adult education programs - in-
. creased $9.25 million between fiscal 1979 and 1980,

. but child care will be forced to compete with many
>y " other support semces and outrmh actlvmes for
" - those “extra” funds. : S '
@It 1s hlghly unlikely that the budget for a.

program m which child care is not the primary ‘goal
will be increased enough to meet the costs. There-
fore, administrators will’ necessanly look to° other
.. sources of child care support, and, as noted in
> chapter’ 3, they’ wﬂl find an_inadequate level of
; fundmg and spaces in the chtld care programs ‘as
cwell oo e T S “

___,_'_
3 Murray Interview. |- .
. % 44 Fed. Reg. 37,870(1979)." -

© . % Bryan Interview.

.= 20U.5.C. —2301 (1976).

< " \ll» 45 C.F.R. —104:512 (1979).

i 1d,

2 US.. Department of Health, Educdtion, and‘-iWellirQ,Bureau of

" and technical training “designed. .

Vocational Education
_ The Vocational Education Act of 1963 as amend-
‘ed®-provides Federal grants to States for job-related
o prepare indi-"
viduals for employment in a specific occupation or, a

_ actlvmes are included i in vacational education: class--
room instruction in ba51c skrlls, remedial programs,
advanced’ techmcal courses for. upgrading skills in -
'preparatlon for JOb advancement, reglstered appren-

ip . programs; work-study programs f8r stu-
ents, ‘and cooperative on-the-job training programs
' w1£h'pubhc or private employers.* Although public’

" or private local organizations adiinister instruction.

tprograms the States.distribute funds and coordinate

' statewide plans that are submitted o the. Federal

Government for approval.®
Vocational education has been growing rapldly

Enrollment has increased 44 percent: since 1972,% j
oy -and_expenditirres have ‘more than doubled during

7 that time-* In fiscal year 1978 total -expenditures on
vocatlonal educatlon were $5.576 billion ($500 mil-
hon in Féderal funds and the remainder from State

and local governments)" During the same year

_there were 16.7 million . enrolIees in vocatlonal
education programs.* The -majority - (102 nnlllon)

" were in sécondary - (hlgh “school) educatlon pro- ;‘_'_4.'

grams;’ 2 million were in postsecondary* programs
such as.community colleges, technical institutes, and
aréa vocational:technical schools; and 44 million"

* were énrolled in adult education courses such- as’

‘basic education, h1gh school equrvalency, and van-.: -,
.ous short—term programs.“ ' o

Vocatlonal Educatlon and Equal Opportunlty
for Women P Lo
- The Vocatlonal Educatlon Act was extensxvely
revrsed by the Education Amendments’ of 1976 in -
_ order, among other reasons, to deal with the issue of
equal opportunity | for girls and women. “The major .
_purpose -of the amendments’ provisions concetning
sex dlscnmmatlon was “to furnish-equal ; educatxonal
Occupluonal and Adult Educauon Division of Vocational and Techmcal
Education, Office of Education, .*Summary Data. Vocanonal Education,

Program Year 1978" (mimeographed, 1978) ‘(hereal'ter cnted as HEW,
*Summary Data™), -p. 17.:

T+ Ihid.. p. 22. S S -

3¢ Ibid.. p. 22.° .
* Ibid..p. 17. L

~ » Ibid. :
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opportinity in 'vocational &ducation to persons of
both sexes.”” The amendments were needed be-
€ause, despite the prohibition against sex discrimina-

. tion in.-vocationa} education by Title IX .of the" .
- enroll in any advanced education offering, and even

.more difficult for those women with limited financ- - '

Educatlon Arjiendments of 1972,% vocational educa-
tion schools® ‘were still limiting and indeed encourag-
ing girls and women into ‘traditionally - female

work—either unpaid. work in the home or low- -

- paying jobs with restrictive opportumnes in the -
-labor market.» © - ¢

In 1972, 56 percent of all vocanonal educatlon
enrollees  were female, but that . overall ﬁgm‘e
masked a great imbalance between male and female
enrollments within vocational areas. Women and
- girls were concentrated in far fewer occupational
. programs than male enrollees.“ Half (49 percent) of_
" all women enrolled in voc;honal education were in
‘home’ economics. Furthennore, mare than 90 per-

cent of those were in consumer home economics -

which does nof*train for gamful employment.*3 In
“tradmonally female” fields such as health and office

ability of child care is a crucial barrier to ihexr
~ participation in postsecondary programs. Sociologist

Pamela Roby noted that “the absence of- adequate .

“child. care facilities makes it difficult for women to

es”% In testimony subnitted to thy House of
Reprcsentanves at its hearings on 976 amend-
" ments, Ma.nlyn Steele argued that vocational educa- -
. tion must provide child care services to increase the-
participation ‘of women and . to- allow them to
complete their job -training.+’ (Single mothers with
young children whose only alfernative to long term
welfare dependency is the development of [ job skills -
- would particularly benefit from child care support.

The problem of child care, however, is not limited

'to participation in postsecondary education but also .-

reaches down to girls in secondary programs. Most .
high schools, including those with vocational pro- _
grams, do not permit the attendancé of pregnant
teenagers.** "Child care facilities - that could ' help

- f-work, 85 percent and 76 percent, respectively, of the .. teenage mothers to complete their education ate

Y
Lo

_f

enrollees were women. Men were 95 percent of the
trainees, 90 percent of those in technical
and 88 percent of enrollees in trade and
rograms.*® The tradmonally women’s

: _ about half the average entry wage of the tradmonal

ly male fields.% - -

In 1970 women. were_ also dxsproport:onately _

" * 'represented ih the secondary programs (two-thirds

of the enrollees were female) and underrepresented

~in postsecondary programs and adult programs

where they were 40 d 46 percent of theenrollees,
respecuvely ¢ Thjf enrolliment pattern indicates that
women were n undertakmg advanceg training in
_ preparation - for better jobs as often as men. It may

- also indicate that young women beyond .h:gh school
. age were more often prevented from partu:lpatmg

because of family and child care fesponsibilities. ;
- Researchers familiar with the problems of women
in vocational education have sald that the unavail-

e ——
. TS, RepNo.94—882,94(hC0n3. Zd.Seﬂ. p. 57 (1976), rrprllltdl'n

[1976] U.S. Code Cong. and#.dmin. News 471}. 4769 (1976)
~®20US.C. --1681 (1976): g

- -MnrilynSxeele.mwment.SaDMnmdouandSaSnmryplngm"

Vocational Education: Hearings Before the Subcomni. on Elementary, Secons
dary, and Vocational Education of.the Houss Comm. on Education and Labor,
94th Cong., Ist sess. (lWMQMBSaMMJMMGM&x

*Stereotyping), pp. 22-23. /
Steele).

. @ Ibid,p.15.

~ “m,n]&

uch lower per pupil. expenditures and

: -Voeatlonal Educatlon Provisions fcr'Chllil‘

severely lacking.® According to Dr: Steele, the real
problem “occurs 3 months after the baby is born
when auntie or grandma or older sister gets tired of
‘taking care of the baby and the girl has to drop out -
of $chool because there is no one to take care of her -
chxld 180
.‘.

Care

As one of many revisions . aimed at creatmg
greater sex equity in vocational ‘education programs,
the 1976 amendments to the Vocational Education -
Act mcluded provxs:ons’ for child care.5! For the first
. time; ‘States were: authorized to “spend vocational
" education funds to, provide. child care for “infants,
. preschool and schoolage children'in order to afford
students who are parents the opportunity to partici-"
. pate in vocational education programs.”?. . - .. :

The . recency of the legislative changes makes it -
dxfﬁc
“ lbld-.p 287, table 9. ’
>4 Tbid., pp. 307-8, table l9-336.uble2$
4 Ibid., p. 286, table 8.
“ Pamela Roby, *“Vocational Educ:uon. ‘in Women in the US. Labor
. Force, ed. Anne Foote Cahn (New York: Pracger, 1979), p. 214.. .

¢ Sex Discrimination and Sex Stereotyping, p. 356.
- Pameh.Roby “Vocational Education,” in Women in the US. Labar

- Forge, p. 214, 1. 40; Sex Discrimingtion and Sex Stereosyping, PP: 355-56 )

ol Sa.Dismmlnalbn audSaSlereolypmx. Pp. 355—56

» M . ’ ,‘l_:. E
. zousc- 30(b)(1)(k)(1976) o S T
' WASCRR —104612097). | . t .

<

Tab -

BUAYE

assess their effect on women’ s opportum-;. :



. . ®20US.C. —2330(1976). ° R .

.

ties in vocational education. ‘Enrollment ﬁgures for -
. fiscal year 1978, however, do not show fundamental.

shifts in women’s participation patterns even though, ‘

some changes are noticeable. The enrollment of girls
and women has fallen from 56 percent of the total in
1972 to 50 percentin 1978, but only 39 percent of the
females in 1978 -were enrolled in nonoccupational
' home - economics as opposed to 49 percent 6 years
. earlier.s Other tradmonally female fields remain
nearly the same in sex balance, but the pcrccntage of

women in the traditionally male fields has mcr&sed :

- from 3 to 12 percent.*
~ Federal administrators have very httle informa-

tion about what has ‘actually happened regarding -

child care in the State programs.®* The amount of
'vocational eduqation fiinds -spent: on child - care
. services natlonally has been small; only $805,160 of

the total $5.576 billion budget was used for that

purpose m program year 1978.%¢ Child care semces_

were one of the smaliest expenditure items at the
national level, and most States spent nothmg at all .

" on them.*

Several factors account for the’ small amount of
vocational education funds. spent for child : care.
Together they point out' formidable difficulties in

" attempting to provide enrollees with child care, and,

. they indicate that the Federal Government has not. -
adequately solved the problemi with amendments’ -+

such as those made in 1976 to the Vocational -

Education Act and in 1978 to the Adult Educanon
Act. They include the followmg .

The Federal Government has not collected fol-
lowup data on State programs to find out the extent

- of the child care problem and to determine whether

child care services attract and retain femile enroll-

The Federal authorization doesnot require Statas

'to'p'rovide child care but allows the States to

exercise. discretion. in' déciding: whether child care.
services are needed.®® This is consistent with the
‘decentralized: natnre of vocational education-. pro-

» Compare HEW, * Summary Data, ™ p. 1, (1978 figures) with Sex

. Discrimination and Sex Stereotyping, pp. 285 and 287,-table 9 (972’3 igures)

(appendix, “Women in Vocational Education,” by Marilyn Steele).
# HEW, “Summary Data,” p. 1.

%. Barbara A. Bitters, Special Adtnsor on Womens Issues, Buresu-of -

Occupanonal and Adult Education, U.S. Depanmem of Health, Educa-

tion, and Welfare, telephone interview, Nov. 7 1979
* HEW, “Summary Data,” p 16

v I _ .
» 20 U.S.C. —2330(1976). o
s HEW, “Summary Data,” p. 22.

for funds with all the other, new supportlve services. .

_ Although vocatlonal education expcndlturcs in-
creased by ‘just ‘Bver $600 million (12 percent) -

between 1977 and 1978,%° States were also autho-
rized to spend funds on other services ‘and on-
outreach activities for dlsplaced homemakers, smgle

family. heads, and the economically disadvantagéd:® ©
Some vocational education administrators appa;- -

ently belleve that there are other sufficient sources -
of child care support available to enrollees.’ The-

on child care services; administrators are trying to

solve the problem by printing 2 brochure that lists

available day care programs throughout the State.®!
This effort may help some vocational education

~ students -become aware of child care possibilities;
"however, according to the ‘Cambridge, Massachu-
- setts, Child Care Resource Centet; which specmhzes

in helping parents-locate child care, it ignores the
apparent shortage of publicly sub51dlzed Chlld care
in Massachiisetts.*?

grams but’ 1t enables States to frustrate the ’Federal

5

- goal. : 5
Child cfire was authonzed as one-of ‘the ma.ny 2
' measures eliminate sex discrimination. in the :
vocational edycation system, and' it had to compete

.“Massachusetts Division »f Occupational. EHixcatlon, P
" for example, spends no vocational education funds

.
4

The resistance to funding child care services w1th T

vocational education resources is motivated in large

part by the desire to avoid a diversion of funds away-

from educational programs" Understandably, op- -

'honal support services receive a lower priority from "

administrators than pnnc1pal program components
that are the primary goals and standards by. whtch
the success of the prograxris are evaluated.“:'.

ngher Educatlon (Pell Grants)

Title IV# of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as-
amended®® authonzes 'several types of student finan-
cial assistance for postsecondary education, includ-
ing the supplemental ‘educational opportunity grants,

college work-study,’ natlonal student loans, guaran-

@ Lynn Hagan, Division of Occupauonal Education, Massachusetts Dc

partment of Education, telephone interview, Nov. 29, 1979.
« Ethel McConaghy, director. Child Carc Re.sourccs Ccmcr. Cambndgc

" . Mass,, telephone interview. Apr. 21,°1980. “

© Gail' Smith; Bureau of Occupational and Adult Educauon Oﬂ' ice ol‘
Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wclfarc _telephone
interview, Nov. 29, 1979, -

% A roughly analagous situation exists with rcspcct"to ‘CETA, in which
evaluative. criteria do not encourage the use of funds for ¢hild care. 20

. C.F.R. —658.600-658.605 (1979). Sec also chapter 4 ol' this report.

© 20U.8.C. -1070(1976). ~ *
* /d. §1(Drwd Pub. L. No. 96—3!4 94 Stat. lJb?(f‘)SO)

~
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. teed student loans, and ‘Pell grants (formeﬂy ‘basic
- educational opport}mxty grants). Under the basic

. "grants. program established:- by the  Education -

. -Amendments of 1972, all financially needy students.

" can receive nondiscretionary awards between $200 -
- and $1,900 for the, 1981-82 school ‘year, up to $2,600.

. for 1985-86, from the Department -of- Educatmn"'
_ This .entitlement feature makes the Pell grants

. - program unique among Federal aid programs. In the -
~ . 1979-80 program year $2.5 billion in basic grants

i (ranging from $200 to $1,800) were awarded to 27
. million students.* '
Eligibility for the Pell, grants program requires
students t0 be. enrolled at ledst halftime as under-
graduates in institutions of higher education or in

other permissible programs.®- The amount of indi-_

vidual awards depends greatly on the student’s cost:
of attendance and the family's expected contribution.

towards that cost.”® At full funding .of this program,

- awards are calculated according to a “sliding scale
which allows for probable higher attendance costs ,

through the 1985—86school year.™ In the academic

year 1981-82, 'awards are the lesser of: (a) the

difference betwcen $1,900 and the expected famtly .
- “women.™ This distinctly femal

tion in higher education suggests that women inter- - .
* rupt -and postpone their education to care for -

contribution, (b) 50 percent of the cost of attending a

 given school, or (c) the difference between the cost:
of attendance and expected family. contnbutlon A
student’s cost of attendance includes thition and fees, -

* room and board, and books, supplies, and piscella-

* _ neous expenses.™ The family’s expected contribution

toward the cost of the student’s education is based

'on a formula that primarily consxders the family

income and assets ‘adjusted for. family size and

number of students in the family enrolled.xn postse-

: condary educatlon" - .' . <

.-

Pell Grants and Equal Oppcirtunlty for .-~

Women:~ e

Data"on the pereentage of Pell grant recrpxents
. who ‘are female are nonexistent. An attempt by- the.
National Advisory Council on Women’ ] Educano'n-
al Programs to examine the extent to whlph women

~ ,"

* Rosemary Beavers; Division of Trammg and Dmemxnauon. -Buresu of
Student Financial Assistance, Office

The regulatipns pertaining to the Pell grant progtam w| are currently
contained in'4S C.F.R. Part l90w:llbetnnafet'redt034c
1981. .

- ™ 20U.S.C. —1070a (a)(Z)(B)(n).(l976) :

'}: " 45 Fed. Reg. 86399 (1980) (:o be codified in 34 C. F. R mzz)

’"m

. ™ 43CFR.,§190.51(1979). '

. of Education, U.S. Department of
] . Health, Educauon.andWelfare.telepbonelntervw Noy. 29, 1979. .
- ®20USC. -—lO70a(l)(2)(A)(u) (1976) and 45 C.F.R. 51904(1(2) (1979).

"R.Part 690 in .

- d

' recelve .Federal financial assistance . for educatlon .

‘was “senously lnmted’,’ because. of the unavailibilify-: -
of such data on many Federal - programs.” The
.-Council noted-that the lack:of data by sex, age, and
ethmcny allows the perpetuanon of any practices -
that limit the access of women to advanced educa- -
tlon 76 S . Ry

Provlslons for Chlld Care

Both the eligibility criteria and the ﬁnancml ald
formula of the Pell grants program make inadequate
allowances for child. care expenses of students; in so
doing, they mdy be denying women equal access t0
the grants and to higher education." .

, Eligibility for Pell grants requires students to be
enrolled halftime or more.” However, statistics on
educanonal enrollment indicate that women are a.

- much htgher percentage of part-tune tudents than

men, that an’increasing number of wgmen entertng-}. ’

college are older than the typical gollege student,:
and that the recent growth.in thi number ofpart '
time students over 35 has

- children, and it r¥presents an obvious adaptation of
women to the timing of their family. responsibili--
ties.™ Despite the evidence that the growth in -
‘women’s college. attendance is in part-ume enroll-
ment and enrollment of women returning to school
in midlife, Federal assistance remains geared toward
the traditionally young, full-time college student. ..
" The’ financial aid formula used to. determine the

""amount of Pell grant awards is, “despite " recent

changes, "still restrictive for mothers with young -
chlldren Individual -award amounts are based on
both student’s cost of attendance and the family’s’ -
expected contribution. While the Education Amend-
_ments of 1980 reauthorizing’ the ‘Higher Education
LAct of 1965 allow, for the first ume, a ’easonable

2

v Id, §§190.31-48.

™ Nationsl Advisory Council on Women s Educational Prosnms. letter to
Representative William D. Ford, Chairman, Subcommittee on Postsecon-
dary Education, U.S. House of Repmenuuves. July 11, 1979 (heruner
cited as NACWEP Letter). - .
™ Ibid.

7' 20U.S.C. —1070a (l)(ZXA)(il) (1976) &45 CFR. §l90 4(!)(2) (1979).

* NACWEP Letter. ' .

™ Pamela Daniels and Kathy Weingarten, Sooncr or Laler' The Timing of
Panmhood in Adult Lives (New York: W.W. Norton, roﬂhcommg)
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cost for child care to be tncluded in"the cost of

. attendance,* they do not permit child care costs to

“be inclulled in oOmputmg the faxmlys expected
bontribut:on." : .

‘In ealculatmg the expected faxmly contnbuuon,

Federal regulations allow famxhesto“offset certain

;expenses from their income mﬂewmmmg .their.

' “discretioniary " inéome.” Student applicants with' ;

dependent children are expected to contribute 25
percent of that dxscreuonary income toward ctheir

“own educational. expenses.*:: Although allowab)e-
offsets include éducational expensés for depéndent . -
children mrolled in postsecondafy education, or for:
for children’in elementary.or secondaty -
schools, child care expenses are 7ot allowed.* Thus,

a family could elect.to send ‘a child to a—pnvate
‘elementary-school and offset the. tuition expenses
fro:p their discretionary i mcome, “but a family with a

~ preschool child in a day care cegter could not ‘offset

. those expenses from their discretionary incéme.

. ———
» Pub, LNO-96-374§482(¢)(6).94$&(.1447(1930).

S Id, $0X2), 94 Star. 1445,

-45Fe¢m29992(19aoxmbecod:rndmucﬂu69o 0.

——

D] ~ .

R

e Id, §190.44.

A

£

The onlyjamlhet for wIndh cluld care expenseq o

program are famxlxes who quahfy for the “employ- :

. ment expense offset.” A maximum of $1,500 may be

A' offset from the family’s expected contribution™for

- employment expenses if both the student applicant

% “and_spouse are employed, or if the student qualifies.
‘as a single head of household.® * Thus, families who

meet either of these condmons can: partlally adjust
‘the expected family -contribution to - - educational

expenses by deducting ‘child care as an employment o

'expense These conditional offsets, ho\Vever, penal-

- employment. For example, a famlly in which the
. mother had been hdme,

employment expense offset. This family’s _expected
famxly contribution to- the mother’s educational

«xpenses would not take into atcount that the family ‘

wﬂl now have to pay for Chlld care after she enrolls

. in school

b 45 C.FR. §l90.4l (1979)

ize families with a parent who ‘is' nét in“paid, =

raising chxldreh and then . - .
" decided to “feturn to school could® not take the -~

w
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Federal Equal Opp\)rtumty Law and Federal

Employment -

_: . ReX o

“As prcvrous sect:ons of thrs report havc shown,
-equal opportunity for* ‘women may be s:gmﬁcantly

, affected by the structure and cligibility requirements
. of Federal child care programs and policies (chapter -

3) and by the child care provisions that the Federal
Govcrnment makes, or fails to make, in its cmfﬂoy
_ment, training, and education programf (chapters ‘4.
"-and S). In addition, equal opportumty/for women’
. may be affected by. thie exteht'to which—and ways
in which—the Federal Government recognizes child .
:care as a distinct work-related. problem when it
_-establishes equal opportumty pohéy and whcn it acts
as an employer. .

‘Current equal opportunity law addréssa thc 1ssué'
of women’s rosponsrbrlrty for children i m ‘two specif-

ic and limited ways. First, in prohibmng-dxscnmma -

' tion on the basis of pregnancy, the 1978 amefidments

chlldbrrth The amen

Toe

-4l C.FR. §60-2.24(h)(l979)

‘to Title VII* of the Civil Rxghts Act of 19642 allow_
woinen to take medically: ﬂocssary leave related to
t applies only to pregnan-

Yy chﬂdbrrth and relal
" does not ‘address the issue of nonmedical leave for
care of infants or older children. The Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) comments
issued in conjunction. with its guidelines for the
amcndment also state that Title*VII requires that
parents in ‘some situations be allowed to take

nonmedical leave for child care.? Second, in its 1971

affirmative action gmdclma. fox;Federal contractors

" i 2USCA §20006(k) (Supp. 1974-1979)."

* 1d. §2000¢ (1976). : _—
* 29 C.F.R. §1604 Appendix (1979). S s

. . . S
. o . . B S
N : . e

LY
e

. more Federal etnployea——

medical conditions and

' discrimination prolﬁbned by Federal 13

L. . R
. . : d

I

'(aspartochvxsed Ordcr No. 4)tthS Depart-

ment of Labor’s Office of Federal Contract ‘Compli-.
ce Programs (OFCCP) suggests that child. care.

"needs be taken into account by employers.¢ >

This chapter examines both of these measures and

flexible working schedules for its employees. - Two
1978 laws, the Federal Employees Flexible and -

' Compressed Work Schedules Act® and the Fedcral

Employea Part-Tnmc Career Act,® ‘may make. n

“more feasible . for ‘Certain Federal cmployew o’
remain in the. work force in a. reduced or flexible -

way during the childrearing years. Under existing

equal opportunity legislation,: provisions for more - -

flexible work; arrangements might bc extended to

Parental Leave

, Unul Tltlc VII of the Civil nghts Act of 1964 8
-was amended in 1978, Federal equal opportunity .’
* legislation did not specifically momc women’s '
. childbearing or childrearing - role’.as a’ systcmauc

barrier. to equdlity between.'the sexes: ip. either.;
education or cmployment opportunity. W;th xts 19;7&

‘amendment to Title VII, Congress dcﬁncd dlscmm

‘type of sex
Reactmg

nation on;the basis of; pregnancy as®

+ shs.cA g6101 Supp. 197y 3. t_. o
¢ SUS.CA §§3401-3408 (Supp. 19790« .z ¢

o 4zusu 2000(5) (Supp. 1974-1979),

I

also examines efforts made by the Federal Govern-
ment, - in its role as an employer, to institute more -

§



7z

... Court in ‘General Electric Co. v. Gilbert * that the .
- employer-had the right to exclude from its disability - -
‘plan- pregnancy-related disabilities, Congress clari-

fied the definition of sexdxscnmmanon in Title VI

4

i tailed in pregnancy and childbirth. First, Fedetal' v
contractors covered by the Executive order and
educational ipstitutions covered by Title IX mdy not -

, exclude women from work or school or discriminate. . ..

" in part to the decision 8f the United States Supre'me'

“to reflect the commonSetise view [of the EEOC '

guidelines] and to ensure that working women are

protected agginst all forms of employment discrimi-

nation based on sex.”®

f
Revised Title VII guldelmes issued by the Equal

Employment Opportunity Commission in April 1979
» say, in. effect, that as long as a pregnant woman is

healthy she must be treated like all other employ--"

ees." She must be afforded all employment opportu-.
nitiés,” including the right to'. remaiti’ on “the: job,

" ‘training, work assignment, ‘transf¢rs; promonons, .

and fringe benefits.* When she becomes medxeally
disabled, she is entitled to all benefits that any other

_disabled employee receives, such as sick pay, leave, -
. and health insurance:¥?: Finally, “if an employer’s
leave policy causes - d15proporuonate numbers of .
women to lose their jobs because it does not

adequately accommodate medical conditions caused
. by pregnancy, that policy is in vmlatlon of Title VII
unless” the employer can jnstlfy it as a busmess
necessxty B e

contractors issued by the OFCCP pursuant to:
Executive Orders 11246%* and 11375 15 and -the
guidelines:issued by the Department of Health,
Edpucation, and Welfare for Title IX of the Educa-
tional Amendments** provide essentially similar
. regulations concerning the medical conditions en-

_.against them in any way because of pregnant:y 17

~~Second, - benefit-.policies that apply to. medrcai'

disabilities must also be applied to pregnancy.®
Third; contractors and educational institutions must
consider pregnancy as & justification for leave of
absence even though a leave policy for employees or
students may not exist.®* Following the medrcally

* Genersl Electric Co. v. Gllbcn. 429 U.S. 125 (1976).
* U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Civil Rtxhu Act of 1964~

Pregnancy Discrimination, H. Rep. No, 95-948, 95th Cong., 2nd sess., p. 3, ~
8 reprinted in [1978] U.S. Code Cong. and Admin. News 4751,

1 29 C.F.R. §1604 (1979).
" Id,. §1604.10. N

" [d. §1604.10b). o, .
" 4. §160410c). o ' '

. 4 3CF.R.339(1964-1965 Comp.).

e

- necessary leave, women must be remstated m thej-_
-same or similar status that they previously held>-  :;

Although Federal law now. entitles'women to full ~- -
and equal benefit coverage for medical condmons,'.', ;
“caused by pregnancy, and protects their jobs and: o
" accrued seniority during medically necessary’leave AL
for chtldbuth, its'overall effect on women’s employ- ..

ment oppormmtnes is limited.
The 1978 prohibition of pregnancy dxscnmmanon

' dg,‘es not pertain to nonmedical leave related to
childbirth, i.e, with the desire of many women to -

stay home with infants ?l' young children because

! they feel that nursing'or parental care js necessary to .
. .the child’s well:being or because they cannot find - -

* acceptable arrarigements for child care. -

- The issue of nonmedical leave of absence for child™

. care is raised in the section entitled “Questions dnd -
Answer,s on the Pregnancy Discrimination Act,”**
which theEEOChas attachedasanappendlxtorts RRE

' revised:, sex discrimination gmdehnes Questron B

'_'18(")“*3 St

LRV

. Must an employer grant leave to a fema.le '
employee for'.childcare purposes after she is.

medically able to return to" work, following

.

'Whtle leave for ‘childcare purposes is not g
covered by the Pregnancy Disctimination-Act,

- ordinary Title VII principles.would require that
. leave for child-care purposes be granted.on the
same basis as leave-which is granted to‘employ-

- ees for other gonmedical reasons. For example,

_ if ‘an employer allows .its employees to take -

- leave without pay-or accrued annual leave for .

traveFor education which is not job: relaj.ed, the.. . .
“same  type.of, leave must be granted t0 thése ;.

who wish fo- réemain on ledve for infant “cdre,

to work 2

2 @ i
~These quesnons and answers suggest that Trtle." 5
VI principles requrrean employer who grants leave

 JCF.R. 684 (1966-1970 Comtp,), as amended by Exec. Order No. 12086.'..{'

43 Fed..Reg. 46501 (1978).
15 41 C.F.R. Part 60-20 (1979) s 45’ c'tsn"fimu

3 41 C.F.R. §60-20.3g(1)(1979); 45.C°F. R\me*zuc)(zxs) 1979;
1 41 C.F.R: §60-20.3(c) (1979); 45 C.F.K. §86.97(b)c) (1979).

'* 41 C.F.R. §60-20.3(gX2) (1979); 45 C.F.R. §86.57(d) (1979)

» 1d

u 29C.F.R. §l604—Append|x (1979).
» Id

] - leave necessitated by prcgnancy, Chlldbu’th or
. “The sex dxscnmmauon gurdehnes for Federal R related medlcal conditions? =~ '

" The EEOC replres

even though they are medically able to return '

e g s



for nonmedxcal urﬁosa such as travel or study also :

to. prov1de nonmedxcal leave for child care.

R B K ,

"'Quesnon 18(A) in the appendxx to the EEOC

guidelines asks about leave for “child care.” How-

- The EEOC’s interpretation of TltIe;V II'principles
" “infint care,” the EEOC creates an unnecesssary

: applymg 10, nonmcdxcal child care leave warrants
- clarification because the child care issue is so‘crucial

in_achieving equal’ opportunity for women. The about- who ‘will - determine” such age limits—the -

. EEOC has .not-issued a formal regulation " that
. embodies the posmou on child care leave taken by
the agemty -in ‘ifs response quoted aboves The
- extension of Title VII sex discrimination guidelines®
_ specifically to address nonmedical leave for child"

care could - underscoré the :EEOC’s ‘intention of, -

"‘"enforcmg this position: Failure of the EEOC to =~

" clarify its position makes it difficult for women to °

‘claim nonmedical leave for child care.
Consxder, for' example, the ¢case of Marcia Hams,
" lathe operator for a large ‘industrial firm. in Massa-

chusetts" Aftér taking the. 6-weeks postdehvery

disability leaye allowed by the.company, Ms. Hams "~ gisability plan “The vast majority of pregnant,

requested a’ 6-month leave of absence because she1
pdid not have adequate child-~care provrsxons .and
because she was nursing the baby. -Ms.Hams
~ thought hei- request would be approved because she
- knew of instances in which the company.zhad
*, granted leaves of absence to employees for educa-

‘tion and family illness. According. to Ms. Hams,

when the leave was denied; she went to a lawyer
- who told her_ about- the néew EEOC guidelines.
«anwhﬂe, because of an hereditary family illness,

ever, by giving an answer with specific reference to
'ambxgmty about what age hmlts, if any, apply and

parents the{ employers, or the EEOC. Second, the -

. EEOC does not state explrcxtly -whether these

~guidelines-apply, to fathers as well as mothers and, if

'so, whether both or only one may ‘claim such leave.
An 1mportant issue that restricts the applicability

: of Title VII dnd it§ amendments to child care pohcy

s that employers ‘and educational institutions are *’
' requrred onIy to extend exrsnng benéfit ¢ coverage tQ .

pregnancy dlsablhty and to lmve granted for ch11d

care purposes.
- Employers do not have to offer a comprehen$1ve

employed women "do not receive disability -wages

. cash beneﬁt in lieu of wages to temporanly dnsabled
workers.?

Ordinary Title VII prmcxples reqmre only that an"

employer ‘grant-child care leave on the same  as

" other - nonmedical -leave.. 'I'hus, the ' majority of

. her union suggested that she obtain a letter from her

.. pediatrician saying that it Was. medxcally necessary' ..

for her to nurse the baby. : :
Armed ‘with the, pedlatnclan s letter, the laWyer s

advice, and accomﬁamed by her union steward Ms.

- Hams requested ihe Teave a second time. One day .

later” the leave Was- granted, not -according-to the. -

but for the special- case of medically necessary .
nursing. Although this decision allowed Ms. Hams
" to take a. 6-month, unpaid leave of absence, she
believes that its reasoning allows the company to
) avoid setting a precedent for nonmedlcal Chl]d care'
ledve. ’
There are two other ways in whxch ‘the EEOC s
language is ambiguous regarding the applicability of

Txtle VII to nonmedical child care leave. First, -

» LUSC ﬁm—m—n(w%md Supp 1978) .

» Marcia Hams, telephone interview, Apr. 24, 1980

» | B C.C.H. Unempl. Ins. Rep. @2510. See. e.g. Cal. Unemp. lns. Code
| §52601-3272. (West .1972 & Supp. 1979) and N.Y. Work. Comp. l.aw

§5§200-242. (McKinney 1965 & Supp. 1979-1980). :

Ta
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_avaﬂable leave would be unpaxd and\ that w1ll

“decrease the number of persons-who can aﬂ'ord to *

' take advantage of leave even if it'is offered Smgle -
: pareuts and parents in two-earner famllxes with low ..
--incomes are among those least able to afford-unpaid .
- leaves*for child gare: In most two-parent families, .

- 'EEOC provisions for nonmedical.child care leave, ; "the largest proportion of income is supplied by the 7

"husband.” ThlS means that unpald lmye dlscourages

stay at home. In addmon, many employers Sunply ﬂdo

- not grant nonmedxcal leave for any purpose, and - .

therefore would not be requlred to grant Chlld care’
to their employees

v

. US Department ofJ.abcr Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Workmg
Women: A Databook, (Washington, D.C.: Govemment Printing Ofﬁce, -

| 19T 3ble . T .

. and_ will not receive ‘them' under the 1978 amend- N
-ment sihce only five States require - exﬁployers to .
* contribute to payment. of disability wages or'some -

’

. cause itis economrcally unsound for the h usband to



—Executive-Qrder-11246;7 as-amended- m—1968- by —.~—scheduls ‘may-make-it-easier-for-mothers-and- fathers—— .

Federal COntract Compllance
(Revised Order No. 4) :

Executive Order 11375, prohibits Federal contrac-

*tors and subcontractors from discriminating against
‘their employees or appheants for employment on the.
 basis of race, color, religion,: sex, or national origin.
 The Office of Federal.Contract Compliance. Pro-

o ‘grams of .the U.S. Department of Labor is responsr-

" ble for coordination and oversrght of;: the contract
- the tota} hours of work is a change in the standard .

compliance process. In 1971 it’ issued- gtudelmes,

. known -as - Revised Order No. 4,2 .which- require: -
" contractors to estabhsh and -maintain affirmative a
action programs 0 eliminate and preventd:scnmma _schedules that compress the ‘standard work week

_ - tion.

Revxsed Order No 4 appears to be the only

instance.in ‘which the Federal Government directly '
recognizes child-care as'a component of an affirma-. .

", tive action plan However, it does so as suggestion

- rather than as a reqmrement Revised Order No. 4.
suggests that in the development and execution of

affirmative action programs, empToyers encourage

" child_ care, housing, and-transportation programs

R

- Schedules for Work : : B
- One of the most direct:: ways in whlch the Federal '

appropnately designed to- “improve the employment .
opportunities of minorities and women.”? In order .

. to strengthen: afﬁrmatlve action. policy in this area,
OFCCP .could require that- employers demonstrate

- -

support for child care through a vanety of ‘actions -

~ such as grantmg child care leave, supporting child.. .
care facilities,. or establishing' alternative - work
schedules for employees withi child care responsibli- _

ties.

_1'~_' . N - . -
RN o : . - .

Federal Employment: Altematwe

.Government can- ‘promote equal ‘opportunity for:

: ‘womeén. is in -its Tolé as an- employer. . Federal ; -

empl“yment ‘practices make it more or_ less
“difficult for employees W

demands of famxly»and employment Though not

: =$c1=1339(1964-1965c°mp) e

) -3 C.F.R. 684 (1966-1970 Comp.), uamcndedbyExec OrdcrNo 12086. L

43Fed.RCg.46501(l978) e o
.%°4] C.F.R. §60-2 (1979). . toE ',.

. " 'Id, §60-2.24(h) (1979). N e

-3 SU.S.C.A. §6101 (Supp. 1979).

' U.5., Congress. House of Representatives, Federal Emplopees. Flexible

and’ Compressed Work Schedules Act-of 1978, H. Rep. No 95-912, 95th
_.Cong., 2nd sess., p. 9, mpnmedm [L978] U.S. Code Coug and Admin.
News 1855, 1902. . '

T omIbd

2 Janice’ Hedgs.' "Elcxmme Schedules Problems and lssuu. Momhly
Laborquv(Febnnry 1977), p. 63

——

th children’ to balance the:

deslgned exclusxvely with. parental needs in mmd
two recent Federal initiatives: in alternative work

to accomplish this balancing act, thereby enhancmg

cQual °PP°mlnlty- for women L
- Federal Employees Flexible and Compressed

Work ‘Schedules Act of 197831

““One: opuon that provides ﬂexxblhty for famxhes in,
coordmatmg ‘child care and work without reducing

40-hour, . 5-day . work week. Currently, about 1.2
million - efnployees - in 10000 orgamzattons -are on:

into::3 or 4 longer days.32 Considerably fewer,

: - employees (estimates range from 300,000 to 1 mil- |
- Jion) are-usxng flexible schedules.™ One version of .
trm 15 a system in ‘which all employees work .-

ﬂexr

iiring. the’ day, but specific starting
s are’ replaced by a “flexible band”

" of several hours -from . which. workers can choose .. .
"according-to their’ needs ¢ Tn ‘other flexible systems: .
workers can bank and borrow -hours over Ionger -

N

pcnods of time.* European countries, where'much.”
: larger percentages’ of the labor- force use flexible -

- schedules, have begun‘to experiment with * ‘working-

year-contracts” where the number of hours to bé

worked . in ‘a given .yesr. is. estabhshed through'
collective bargaining and - the employee chooses Y
.. when'to work those hours.* .=:~‘ o :
The impetus for: expandmg the use of ﬂexxble o
schedules in the U.S. came “pnmanly from manage-  *+.-.
ment seeking improvements-in "worker morale.and .

output per unit of labor and capital mvestment.”’7 A

. Government Accountmg Ofﬁce (_GAO) survey of -

ules showed that the advantages miost - frequently°

named by management ofﬁélals Were better employ-
ee: morale, reduced absenteersm, increased- _ptoduc- .

- tivityy"reduced overtime costs, decreased tardmess,

".and reduced traffic congestion.*® Similar reasons for-
" using’ compressed schedules and flexible hours' were oo

. wWUS, Congres. Senate, Committee on Labor and Human Resotnus. Lt L
Subcomm. on Employment, Poverty, and Migratory: Labor, Changing: . ¢ 3’

Panem.r of Work.in America, 1976: Hearings: on Exammauon of Alternative s
Worlang Hows and Armngemam. 94th Cong. 2nd seu. (1976) p. 101

» See US., Congress, Homc ‘of Representatives, Comm. on Post Office = .
and Civil Service, Subcomm. oni Employee Ethics and Utilization, Part-
. " Time Employment and Flexible Work Hours: Hearings on H.R.. 1627, HR.
. 2732, and H.R. 2930, serial po. 9528, 95th Cong., Ist sess., Q917), p..61
(statement of James M. Pierce), (hereal'ter cited as Parr-T‘me Employmem

". . and Flexible Work Hours). B

» Bernhard Jeriet, “Flexiyear Schedules—Only a Matter of Tnmc,
MonlthLaborRmew (December 1977), p. 63
3 Hedges, *Flexiti

' -,
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" parents'with <hild care responsxbllmes -

'forurd by other reseerehcfs who conducted’ small

. ‘scale surveys of compames 3 However, Janet ‘Giele,”

C -

data about.the impact of ﬂexzble schedulmg inequal
opportunity for women.+ B ;o

—senior research "associate atthe ~Florence ~Heller
Schoal of Social Work Studies at Brandeis Universi-
. W, and Hilda Kahne, professor of economics at
Wheaton -College in Norton, Massachusetts, . point
out, tﬂe;e are also obvious advantages for working

7
T

beneﬁts result not only from ‘the ability - to
meet the -unpredictable time demands that ac-

company multiple responsibilities—whether be- .

cause- of an ill infant, a missed school bus, a
“ needy parent, an emergency- board meeting—

.~ - butequally important, they include the lessened

~tension ‘of daily living that' comes ‘'with the
~ knowledge that such time is available, if needed.

Flexible hours make it i)oseible to accept jobs of °

e increasing responsibility, knowing that job per-

oA

et

|~ 4 SUS.CA. §6101(Supp. 1979).

formance rather than rigid hour scheduling is

.. the criterion by which one’s performance is

r ) Judged . .potentially costly dlscommumes in
* work hlstones can be avoided.® -

- Passage in 1978 of the Federal Employees Flexr-
ble and Compressed Work Schedules Act requires

" each Federal -agency to pammpate, over a 3-year -

" peried, in one or more expenments using nonstan-
‘dard schedules for -Federal employees at all*grade -
:"levels.s* A study by the Office of Personnel. Manage-
ment, the “Alternativé Work Schediules Project,”
will evaluate the effect of the experimental legisla-
+ tion and report its ﬁndmgs to the Congress and the
President’ with .2 recominendation - as to whether
- permanent legxslatxon on alternative schedules’

should be passed.* In its assessment of the effect of . -

" flexible schedules on the “quality of life,” the study
wﬂl ask employe&s questions about child care; it is .

not clear, however, whether the” study w1II"y1eld

. ‘(Report to- Cangress ol' the Comptrollet General “Comractors Use of )
. Altered- Work Schedules for Their Employces—How Is It Workmg"")
(heruﬂcr. cited as Chaniging Parterns of Work in America). :

o & Ibid,pp. 111-114. R
' c‘. * US, Coggras. House: of Represcnmuvs. Select Comm. on Aging,
Women in Midlj fe-\Secunly and Fulfillment (Part I): A Campendwm of

Papers.”95th’ Cong, *2nd segs. (1978),.p. 169 (“Mecting Work' and. Family

Responsibilities: Proposals“ for Flexxblhty ‘by Janet Giele and Hilda

Kahne).

* Jim” Hesling, Former Program Director_at the Alxemanve Work

—Sehedules Project, Office of Personnel Managemem. telcphone interview,

"Dec. 12, 1979. : .,1 5 i

e
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+ Elizabeth Waldman*Allyson Sherman Grossman Howard Mayghe and ~
‘Beverly L. Johnson, “Working Mothers in the 1970's: A" Look at the
Slansua. IrlonlhlyLabarRtwew (Oclober 1979) p 44(table 5.

Federal Employees Part-'l:lme Career
- Employment Act of 1978

" men who are not in the labor forge or who are
N workmg full time would take a part-time j

i

Conditions in the part-time labor markét are. often
poor and there are difficulties in’ upgradmg p&r,t-umes*. :
jobs.- Nevertheless, a majgnty of ‘mothers .with

children -under 18. are employed or ‘have ta'be

employed less than’ year round, full time.* It is hkely
that the demand for part~t1me work will contmue &
grow,* and it is not known how many wonien or

Jf 1t.;7 i

were available under acceptable conditions. hed
- Employers say that the maJor,barner to" eatmg,,_

- good part-time jobs is the per person cost of hiring -

additional employees “Hiring two ‘parttime employ-
ees instead of one full-timer probably doubles ‘the
employer’s costs for recruitment,and training.*” This .
may make it-difficult to stimulate part-time job

., Creation, especrally in better-paying admlmstratrve, -

management, and professional " jobs ‘that - require
considerable on-the-job training.*® . The costs of

. fringe benefits and payroll taxes for employérs who

hire part-time workers may also be higher.* How-

-evér, economist Carol Greenwald has. noted that
* many benefits can be prorated for part-time employ- -

ees, and that the actual extra cost to employers m .
beneﬁtsandpayrolltaxescanbemnnmal“ S

- Within the Federal Government, part-tlme work
has been an established practice:** With the Federal -
Employeés Part-Time Career Employment Act of,

* 1978,52 the Congress aimed at increasing th¢ oppor-
~ tunities for part-time work at all grade levels.ss.

There is no single evaluation study of _part-tite
legxslanon but. the U.S. Office of Personne]Manage- :

- Jeremnym.“GoodJobsGoPan'ﬁme.”Mouey October 1977, pp. 80- ..

_86; Nancy.S. Barrett, “Women in- the Job.. Marka. *Unemployment and

‘Work Schedulei,” ed. Ralph Smith, The Subtle leutwn (Washington, , .

" D.C.: Urban Institute, 1979), pp. 84-85.
"« Ralph ‘Smith, “The Effects' of Hours ngadnyonthel.abor Market ]
© Status of Women,” UrbanandSoaalChanxeRmm vol 11, nos.l&z. S

. (1978), p! 45. :
' Changing. Potterns of Work in Amerlda. p. 469 (statement ‘of Isabel
oSawhil) L o . :
. e Dbid: | -
4 Tbid., p

- # Carol oy Greenwald “Part-time Work,” in Ann Foote Cahn, (ed),
- Women in the U.S. LaborFalre(NewYork Pneger 1979), p 184 )

8 S5US.CA. §3402 (Supp. 1979). - ',. e
2 5U.S.C.A. §§3401-3408 (Supp. 1979) A
3 Edward P. McHu;h.

(73

L S

Persorinel- Policy Oﬂ'nccr " Office of Personnel o
: Mm.lgemem. telcphone mtervrew Dec. 13, 1979 - '
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ment 'is carrying” out, .several Tesearch projects - Conable (R-New Yo%) to give employers a tax
related to. part-time work.* No data that links part- - credit for hiring part-time 2 workers. To date, nosuch
— time'—wdrk—t'creqwépportunit_yiS‘ayailab1_e“S"étﬂﬁt - bill has passed. Successful legislation to increase
its potential for affecting women is great since 80 to part-time- opportunities in the private sector will be’
85 percent of" Federal part-time employees are - - difficult to achieve because hiring part-time employ-
- women.® - . o " ' eesis believed to increase the per capita_taxes of
- Oneattempt by Congress to eacourage the private - o510y ces, including unemployment compensation; _
_. . Sector to hire-more part-timers was a bill HER.  Gorker's compensation, and social security.
1 .- 2402y introduced in 1977 by Representative Barber S . o

’

% HR. 2404, 95th Cong, 18t Sees., introduced by Rep. Barber Conable | -

T Changing Patterns of Work in America. pp. 38-39, 4143~ (testimony of (R-N.Y.), Jan. 26, 1977.
 Hyman L. Kreiger). it o o . ) .
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- - The development of equal opportdnity:_;fbﬁci *  changing any:-of thiose rules so that they are fair to
over the last 15 years by Federal statutes, court:’ -women. . | T e

- decrees, and agency actions has prodiced notable - Although researchers have suggested that fespon-
_gains in ‘women’s labor. force: participation ‘and  sibility. for child care constitutes ' one of several

educational enrollment. Nevertheless, it remains ‘significant barriers to. women’s equal opportunity,

- < ¢clear that the Federal goal of equial opportunity for'+attention-.to child care _hds Dot been central to
- women has not been realized. W .~ Federal equal opportunity policy. Revised Order
Women as workers and students, especially” mi- No-4is tle only equal emplqyment,opport_unity :

. pority women, continué to be disgdvantaged ‘when regulation that specifically mentions child care, and

_ compared with men. Wome W mien. have cou_g‘ide'mbly—_' it advises, but does notlxeqﬁire, that Federal contrac:

.. more difficulty than men in seciiring -employinent; - - tors “encourage-child care: - .designed to improve

" When they are employed; they are segregated the, employment. opportunities for .miporities and ..

" disproportiona tely-inlbﬁ'r— ko dead-en dj obs and, . women.”* The-prohibition of pregnanCy discrimina- .

""" on the average, they carn-only about three-fifths of tion in the 1978 amendments to Title VII of the Civil

" what men do. Women are much less Iikel& than'men Rights Act of 1964 makes leave related to childbirth

- to complete college or to feceive advanced ’:trailii—ng,' m&glizefngﬂ?;r‘g’dm mot deel wuh

7ty e wderprecnid i Fetir o0l i gt s cmined 2 more 0 0

:  program JDs a7 eystematic ‘way - has been-done to da .

. Our national employpient and . education policy ° tic -way - than -done to date, ti¢

Y

g ‘ relationship between the Federal goal ‘of women’s
ge for women. On the one * “equil opportunity ‘and the Federal Government’s
d, the laws, agamst sex disérimination and the “5rograms and policies for child care. It has looked at -

* national commitunght to a full employment economy - three dimensions..of Federal child. eare activity:
. - say that women ! ve-a legal right to equality of ‘programs and ‘policies that have,-as their primary
" opportunity: O the other hand, the failure 10 Use™ _purpose, assisting famies with child care; provisions ~
;. " those laws to strike down practices ‘thatareseX . for child care attached to the major Federal employ- -
~ discriminatory because they interfgtg:_:_}vj_t_h_ raising .. ment, training, and-education programs; and mecha- -
. " children places equality of opportutiity “out  of " nisms through which the Federal Government, via -
e women’s reach. Incﬁ'ect',_women aré’told that equal sc]ected aspects “of its_ enstmg equal opportunity -
. opportunity. means applying the sex-biased rules of  policy ahd via its role as an employer, might better
* the labor- market: and of educational - institutions “enable parents to combine child. care and employ-
" oqually to menand worben; but that i doesqotmean - ment respousfbliis. -
V- T4ICFR ©-224M09T). - S LT 342U5m§;woe(kxsm_1974¢xmx C

; . hand, the laws a
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‘It is clear frofn this review that the United States ': my—that parents use, nonciicless, so that they can
has-no-cohesive-or -well-articulated-Federal-child—take paid'work or prépare for work.

. care policy. Instead it has an assortment of federally

* sons—educational needs of children, social services

e -

supported programs established for varying rea-
needs- of parents, labor force needs.of the econo-

A

sy

oy

- inadequate to meet the
- child care. . :

v P

_ This assortment: ',
of programs is targeted, for the most part, to.low-."
income 'families; it comprises a system that isf
curreat or projected need for
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